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ABSTRACT
This is a study of the thinking and reasoning underlying the teaching practices of 
early childhood and early childhood special educators. It provides an opportunity to better 
understand the nature of teaching in integrated classrooms by understanding the 
knowledge, beliefs, and thoughts that inform practices of individual teachers. The thinking 
of teachers was studied as they were interviewed about situations in integrated classrooms 
and as they reflected on their own teaching of children with and without disabilities. The 
questions guiding this study were (a) How do early childhood educators and early 
childhood special educators reason and think through issues of practice in integrated 
classrooms? (b) What differences and similarities exist in the language educators use to 
interpret situations and think through practices? and (c) Where differences do exist in 
language and reasoning, what might be the implications of those differences for practice 
and for collaboration?
Five early childhood and five early childhood special educators currently teaching in 
two upper midwest states were the subjects of this study. Each teacher was interviewed 
three times. The interviews focused on a case study which had three interlocking episodes, 
each describing common incidents and dilemmas found in integrated preschool classrooms. 
For each interview the teacher discussed an episode of the case study and explained how he 
or she interpreted and reasoned about the situations and characters portrayed in the story. 
The interviews were taped, transcribed, and studied by the investigator. The data resulting 
from 30 interviews were analyzed qualitatively by organizing excerpts into categories. The 
investigator searched for patterns within categories and for themes or connections between 
the various categories. Common themes regarding the ways in which teachers think 
through practices emerged as the data sets were compared and contrasted. Similarities and 
differences among early childhood and early childhood special educators were analyzed.
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Common themes and the teachers’ variations on them were then characterized in a narrative 
descriptive account
This study revealed that knowledge of children, understanding of curriculum and 
instruction, and perspectives on the roles of colleagues form a conceptual framework for 
teacher thinking in integrated classrooms. Conflicting understandings of the meaning of 
sameness in children, purpose of choice, use of space, the intent of play, and the role of 
experts were identified as major points of tension between the language of practice of early 
childhood and early childhood special educators. The study supports the efforts to achieve 
a practical and theoretical blending of teaching practices of early childhood and early 
childhood special educators, but indicates the need to focus on more than the theoretical 
content of teacher knowledge.
x
CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION
The purpose of this study is to better understand the thinking and reasoning behind 
the teaching practices of early childhood (EC) and early childhood special (ECS) educators. 
With the passage o f Public Law 99-457 in 1986, extending free, appropriate education to 
preschool children, increasing numbers of young children with identified disabilities began 
to receive early intervention services. The 1987-1988 report to Congress on 
implementation of the Education of the Handicapped Act Amendments showed that 29,699 
infants and toddlers (birth to 3 years) and 335,846 preschool children (3 to 5 years) 
received early intervention services nationwide. This was a 26% increase from the 
previous year (Harbin, Gallagher, & Terry, 1991). The number of infants and young 
children identified as eligible for early intervention has continued to grow throughout this 
decade (Bricker, 1995).
In addition, the ways in which intervention is provided are changing. There has 
been increased emphasis on providing intervention services in community-based programs 
as the preferred delivery model. The Division for Early Childhood Task Force on 
Recommended Practices (1993) of the Council for Exceptional Children states:
Inclusion, as a value, supports the right of all children, regardless of their diverse 
abilities, to participate actively in natural settings within their communities. A 
natural setting is one in which the child would spend time had he or she not had a 
disability. Such settings include but are not limited to home and family, play 
groups, child care, nursery schools, Head Start programs, kindergartens, and 
neighborhood school classrooms, (p. 46)
This emphasis suggests that community-based programs are increasingly likely to 
include children with disabilities (Wolery et al., 1993). Although including children with 
and without disabilities in the same classroom has been a practice of model preschool
1
2programs since the mid 1970s (Bricker, 1978), only recently have integrated programs 
become common in many communities (Diamond, Hestenes, & O’Connor, 1994). A 1993 
survey of 893 preschool and kindergarten programs nationwide indicated that 54% of the 
programs were including children with disabilities (Wolery et al., 1993).
Integrated approaches to preschool education present the opportunity for EC and 
ECS educators to become partners in a school setting. Both fields have long recognized the 
importance o f early intervention with developmentally delayed children. The long-term 
benefits associated with early quality preschool programs include (a) increased IQ scores, 
(b) decreased time spent in special education classes, (c) reduced education costs,
(d) reduced crime and delinquency, (e) fewer teen pregnancies, and (f) improved 
socialization (Schweinhart & Weikart, 1981). Research indicates that preschool integration 
positively influences children with disabilities as well as children with regular needs, 
helping both groups develop positive attitudes and social interaction, and increasing 
language and skill acquisition (Demchak & Drinkwater, 1992; Fewell & Oelwein, 1990; 
Lamorey & Bricker, 1993).
A recent study conducted by Peck and his colleagues (Peck, Furman, &
Helmstetter, 1993) reported that integrated programs that survived over time were those in 
which collaborative planning and decision making occurred. Research also suggests that 
successful inclusive practices in early childhood programs are supported by communication 
and collaboration across multiple disciplines and theoretical perspectives (Burton, Hains, 
Hanline, McLean, & McCormick, 1992; Odom & McEvoy, 1990). Although 
transdisciplinary collaboration has an established history in early childhood special 
education, extending that model to include early childhood providers is a relatively new 
phenomenon. Understanding how educators think through teaching strategies and through 
pedagogical issues will lead to a fuller understanding of the challenges encountered in 
collaboration and the complexities involved in inclusion. Recognizing the values and 
beliefs that drive teaching practices in different disciplines will help determine the strategies 
necessary to provide inclusive and developmentally appropriate educational services to all 
children.
Purpose of the Study
Although the demand and rationale for the placement of children with disabilities 
into settings designed for nondisabled children is clear, the complexity of successful 
implementation of inclusion is not sufficiently understood. R. Bricker wrote in a personal 
communication to D. Bricker (1995):
The issue of integration in early childhood programs is very important Like many 
things in education, we tend to bulldoze ahead based on “principle” with little 
thought given to how to make that principle truly supportive of the development of 
all children. Of particular concern is the fact that little empirical effort is invested in 
describing what is happening in the integrated environment, and how to support 
efforts so better things happen, (p. 192)
To gain a fuller understanding of what is happening in integrated programs, it is necessary 
to look at how teachers interpret situations and understand issues of practice in their work 
with children, families, and other professionals. The purpose of this particular study is to 
explore the thinking and reasoning behind issues of practice that EC and ECS educators 
commonly face in the classroom.
Case studies were used as a way to get the teachers to apply their knowledge of 
practice by talking about the meaning they make as they draw out understanding of events 
from the experiences they have encountered. In Getting Down to Cases. Wassermann 
(1993) writes:
Making meaning of events in the classroom is what teachers do, from moment to 
moment, every teaching day. We “size up” a situation, reflect on what it means, 
and choose an appropriate action that depends upon how we have interpreted the 
event. That is how we teach ourselves to understand “what is happening.” 
Understanding allows us to determine the action to take. (p. 11)
The case discussions were used to gather data about the intellectual activities involved in 
teaching. Hutchings (1993) refers to this as a “scholarly view” (p. 9) of teaching.
Teaching is not just method or technique, but method conjoined with intellectual substance.
3
4The following questions served to guide the investigation:
1. How do EC and ECS educators reason and think through issues of practice in 
integrated classrooms?
2. What differences and similarities exist in the language educators use to interpret 
situations and think through practices?
3. Where differences do exist in ianguage and reasoning, what might be the 
implications of those differences for practice and for collaboration?
Methodology
The main purpose of the study was to explore the thinking and reasoning behind 
teaching practices of EC and ECS educators. Qualitative inquiry was seen as the best way 
to expand the investigator’s understanding of the meaning behind teaching practices (Yin, 
1994). An attempt was made to better understand educators’ thinking by posing several 
situations to them through carefully developed cases. Interviews were conducted with five 
early childhood teachers and five early childhood special educators focusing on the cases 
depicting integrated practices. A case study format was used in order to explore the 
thinking of teachers regarding pedagogical issues and decisions teachers commonly face in 
their classrooms with children, parents, and other professionals. Three interlocking cases 
were written by the investigator describing teaching and learning incidents that focused on 
challenging situations of practice. One case involved teaching practices with children; one 
case examined practices with other professionals; and the third case involved practices with 
families. Interviews of the teachers centered around the meaning of the situations portrayed 
to them. As they considered these situations, they reflected on the frustrations, 
uncertainties, subtle judgments, and hard choices of their professional practices. The 
questions formed around the case studies were used as a way to explore alternative 
explanations, to probe in depth for meaning, and to learn about what cannot always be 
seen.
The interviews were taped, transcribed, and studied by the investigator. The data 
resulting from 30 interviews were analyzed qualitatively by organizing them into 
categories. The investigator searched for patterns and consistencies within the categories 
and for themes or connections between the various categories. Through comparing and
5contrasting the organized data sets, the common themes that appear among the ways in 
which teachers think through practices emerged. Similarities and dissimilarities among EC 
and ECS educators were analyzed. Common themes and the teachers’ variations on them 
were then characterized in a narrative descriptive account
Liputatipns
This study was limited to 30 interviews, three each with five EC and five ECS 
educators, in two upper midwestem states. There is limited generalizability of the results 
due to the small number of teachers studied, the restriction of interviews around case 
studies, and the geographical limitations within which the study took place. The findings 
necessarily apply only to these particular teachers’ reflections and thinking around the cases 
presented. This study was not meant to forecast or generalize about the thinking and 
practices of all EC or ECS educators. The results provide insight into the teaching practices 
of these particular teachers. An in-depth look at a few teachers can, however, broaden our 
understanding of other teachers in the field. The findings may offer valuable insights into 
the problems teachers commonly face, in collaborative relations, and the way they think 
about them.
Clarification of Terminology
Terms used throughout the study which have the potential for being misunderstood 
are inclusion, integration, collaboration, and case studies. For the purpose of this study, 
the following definitions will be used:
1. Inclusion is an educational approach that “supports the rights of all children, 
regardless of their diverse abilities, to participate actively in natural settings within their 
communities. A natural setting is one in which the child would spend time had he or she 
not had a disability” (Division for Early Childhood Task Force on Recommended Practices, 
1993, p. 4).
2. Integration is a term that has endured in the field of early intervention and early 
childhood special education for a long time. It refers to any type of interaction between 
populations of children with disabilities and those without disabilities (McLean & Hanline, 
1990). In the 1990s the term inclusion gained in popularity and frequency of use (Bricker, 
1995). In this study the terms inclusion and integration are used interchangeably.
3. Collaboration is used to “describe an interactive and ongoing style where 
persons with diverse backgrounds and expertise voluntarily agree to work together to 
generate creative solutions to mutually defined problems. The goal of collaboration is to 
more effectively meet the unique educational needs of exceptional children” (Bauwens, 
Gerber, Reisberg, & Robinson, 1991, p. 2).
4. Case studies or cases are carefully developed narratives laying out a set of 
events that unfolds over time in a particular place (Shulman, 1992). They are written to 
elicit more serious consideration than a simple anecdote or vignette. “To call something a 
case . . .  is to treat it as a member of a class of events and to call our attention to its value in 
helping us appreciate more than the particularities of the case narrative itself’ (p. 17).
Significance of the Study
The intention of this study was not to generalize results to all early childhood or 
early childhood special educators. The aim was rather to explore in depth the thinking of a 
small number o f teachers as they reflected on their teaching and learning practices. As 
more children with special needs are placed in regular education classrooms, it becomes 
increasingly necessary for collaboration to occur between EC and ECS educators. This 
study expands the knowledge of how particular teachers make meaning of their experiences 
in a classroom. The results may allow for comparison between the fields of early 
childhood and early childhood special education. It is hoped that from these experiences 
more questions can be raised as we search to learn more about the personnel working in 
these programs and the complexities of providing integrated classrooms in which the 
quality of educational experiences is exemplary.
With the emergence of the discipline of early childhood special education over the 
past 25 years, enormous changes have occurred in the ways young children with 
developmental differences are treated in society at large and within the various learning 
environments in which they spend much of their time. The movement toward inclusive 
education has been marked by both consensus and controversy, but there has nonetheless 
been steady progress that has led to improved lives for young children. Although some of 
the historical and philosophical differences that traditionally have separated the fields of 
early childhood education and early childhood special education appear to be diminishing
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(Bredekamp & Copple, 1997; Kontos & Diamond, 1997), significant differences remain 
within and between the two fields related to what constitutes recommended practice in early 
care, education, and intervention (Bredekamp, 1993; Carta, Atwater, Schwartz, & 
McConnell, 1993; Walsh, 1991; Wolery & Bredekamp, 1994).
There currently exists much controversy over “the blending of practices” that occurs 
as EC and ECS educators find educational strategies that work best for the wide variations 
in abilities and needs that can occur in inclusive classrooms (Atwater, Carta, Schwartz, & 
McConnell, 1994). This blending reflects the need to find congruence between the guiding 
practices of early childhood education and early childhood special education in order to 
meet the challenge of comprehensive and quality early childhood programming. Teacher 
preparation programs are confronted with the blending of practices and with the need to 
consider how best to increase the link between the various disciplines’ preservice 
preparation programs so the best educational services possible are provided for all children 
(Carta et al., 1993). The results of this study will hopefully provide some new insights to 
meet these challenges.
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CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
In order to understand how educators think through teaching strategies and 
pedagogical issues in integrated settings, it is important to examine the research which 
relates to these issues. In this chapter, literature addressing teacher thinking and 
knowledge will be reviewed. As a part of this subject several topics will be examined and 
summarized: views of teacher thinking, meaning of teacher knowledge, theories and 
beliefs of teachers, the language of teaching practices, and the notion of teachers’ voice in 
understanding knowledge.
Other topics to be considered in this chapter which are significant to the research 
questions are a review of events that led to the development of integrated preschool 
programming, and the origins of early childhood and early childhood special education 
services for young children.
Teachers’ Thinking and Knowledge
Research on teacher thinking emerged during the mid 1970s as part of a larger body 
of research on teaching effectiveness and curriculum studies (Clark & Peterson, 1986). 
Early researchers were interested primarily in a process-product orientation of teaching 
behaviors and student outcomes or achievements. Most studies viewed teaching as a linear 
activity where teacher behaviors were considered causes and student learning considered 
effects. Cochran-Smith and Lytle (1993) contend that “this approach emphasizes the 
actions of teachers rather than their professional judgments and attempts to capture the 
activity of teaching by identifying sets of discrete behaviors reproducible from one teacher 
and one classroom to the next” (p. 6).
Increasing numbers of researchers affirm that the process of teaching is composed 
of thoughts as well as actions and that a complete understanding of teaching cannot be 
achieved if research is limited to observable teacher performance (Clandinin, 1986; Clark &
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Peterson, 1986; Feiman-Nemser & Floden, 1986; Himel, 1993; Isenberg, 1990). Clark 
and Peterson (1986) noted that the goal of research on teacher thinking is to increase the 
understanding of how and why the process of teaching looks and works as it does. Clark 
and Lampert (1985) agree. They suggest that documentation of teacher thinking provides a 
full and appropriately complex portrait of teachers, calls attention to formerly invisible 
facets of teaching, and casts teachers as reflective professionals.
Literature over the past decade has reflected a shift in focus to the thoughts, 
decisions, and judgments of successful teachers (Isenberg, 1990; Yonemura, 1986), as 
well as to the attitudes, feelings, and personal experiences that teachers bring with them to 
their work (Clandinin, 1986; Feiman-Nemser & Floden, 1986; Yonemura, 1986). 
Teachers are no longer viewed as technicians who deliver pre-packaged curricula primarily, 
but as active participants in the teaching-learning process (Clandinin & Connelly, 1987; 
Goffin, 1989). More recently, research on teaching has looked explicitly at teachers’ 
thought processes and has begun to give prominence to the complex interplay of teachers’ 
content and pedagogical knowledge and the ways that these are used in diverse classroom 
contexts (Cochran-Smith & Lytle, 1993).
Teachers’ Thinking
Early research on teacher thinking centered on teachers’ thought processes during 
planning (preactive) and when interacting with students (interactive) (Clark & Peterson, 
1986; Goffin, 1989; Shavelson & Stem, 1981; Shulman, 1987). Many of the studies were 
process-tracing studies involving use of self-reporting methodologies, such as think aloud, 
stimulated recall, and journal-keeping, to gain access to teachers’ thought processes 
(Clark & Peterson, 1986; Shavelson & Stem, 1981). Descriptions of the content of 
teachers’ thoughts and sometimes their cognitive processes were the products of this 
research. Models of the ways teachers plan or think interactively were developed, though 
many researchers of teachers’ interactive thinking sought to demonstrate close parallels 
between teachers’ thought processes and specific models of thinking, especially the 
decision-making model (Clark & Peterson, 1986; Shavelson & Stem, 1981).
Shavelson and Stem (1981) and Isenberg (1990) assert that research on teacher 
thinking is based on the assumption that what teachers do is affected by what they think.
9
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Shavelson and Stem maintain that teachers are rational professionals who, like other 
professionals such as physicians, make and carry out decisions in an uncertain complex 
environment They further explain that while teachers’ actions are often taken as responses 
to immediate problems, those actions are based on reasoned judgments. The complexity of 
the classroom environment becomes part of the planning process for carrying out teaching. 
“Intentions are guided not only by goals, attitudes and beliefs, but also by the nature of the 
task and the complexity of the context” (GofRn, 1989, p. 192). The act of teaching 
involves mental scripts that occur during planning and guide classroom instruction. The 
relationship between thought and action is crucial to understanding teaching. ‘T o  
understand teaching is to understand how thoughts get carried out in action” (Shavelson & 
Stem, 1981, p. 459).
Studies on teacher knowledge and thinking are described by Olson (1988) as 
consisting of two streams: the psychological and the epistemological. Both streams reflea 
a cognitive approach to understanding teaching. The psychological stream includes 
literature on how teachers process information when they make plans for teaching, make 
decisions as they teach, and make attributions about their actions or behaviors during 
teaching. This stream sees teachers as compelled by the thoughts they think while acting. 
There is thought, then action; action is caused by the thought. To understand the action of 
teachers, one needs to understand the formal mechanisms by which information from 
present and previous experience is processed. Experienced teachers are thought to have a 
high level of competence in processing information, and beginning teachers have yet to 
develop it.
The epistemological stream, on the other hand, provides insight into the personal 
accounts of how teachers claim to know, how they view themselves as knowers, how they 
understand the sources of knowledge, and how they approach problem solving. Formal 
categorical analyses have been used to describe what teachers say about what they do and 
to explain and judge teaching practices.
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Defining Teacher Knowledge
The domains of teacher knowledge and the diverse kinds of knowledge that 
teachers use to do their work have been another focus of research. One reason for the 
interest in teacher’s knowledge is given by Clark and Peterson (1986):
While we may learn much that is interesting and useful from a technical point of 
view from research on teacher planning, interactive thinking, and teachers’ 
attributions, we can make sense of these findings only in relation to the 
psychological context in which the teacher plans and decides, (p. 285)
The nature of this psychological context, or parts of it, has been conceptualized and 
labeled in various ways. For example, Elbaz (1983) generated five categories from 
interview data in her case study of a secondary teacher of English to describe a teacher’s 
practical knowledge (knowledge of self, the teaching milieu, subject matter, curriculum, 
and instruction). This practical knowledge is shaped by a teacher’s purposes and values 
and by an intuitive knowledge of children. Elbaz’s categories were not derived from 
existing philosophical or theoretical categories, but came from defining the form of practical 
knowledge in its own terms. Elbaz’s work on practical knowledge opens a way of looking 
at knowledge as experiential, embodied, and based on the narrative of experience.
Where Elbaz describes the scope of one teacher’s practical knowledge, Lam pert 
(1984) focuses on a single category, personal knowledge, which combines Elbaz’s 
“knowledge of self’ with knowledge of students. Lampert contends that personal 
knowledge includes knowledge of who the teacher is and what he or she cares about, as 
well as knowledge of students beyond that provided by tests and scores. When teachers 
and students work together over time, teachers come to know their students as people and 
to develop expectations for their “human development.” The teacher’s vision of what a 
child should become is based on what that individual teacher cares about, as well as what 
he or she knows about the child. Lampert suggests that teachers use what they know about 
a particular child, and what seems like the appropriate teacher role, to accommodate the 
classroom requirements of time and curriculum, as well as to accommodate to a child’s 
own knowledge, interests, and feelings.
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Olson (1988) uses the term practical knowledge as a way to distinguish the teacher 
knowledge that determines action derived from theoretical or scientific knowledge. 
“Practical knowledge is the kind of knowledge which guides a person’s practice; a practice 
which deals with unique events and where action involves judgments about what ought to 
be done” (p. 169). Olson explains further that to make sense of what teachers do, one 
must also have an understanding of the culture from which the teachers have learned the 
rules of their practice.
Clandinin (1985) contends that teachers develop and use a special kind of 
knowledge which is neither theoretical, in the sense of formal theories of learning, 
teaching, and curriculum, nor merely practical, in the sense of knowing children.
If either of these were the essential ingredient of what teachers know, then it would 
be easy to see that others have a better knowledge of both; academics with better 
knowledge of the theoretical and parents and others with better knowledge of the 
practical, (p. 361)
A teacher’s special knowledge, according to Clandinin, is a blend of personal background 
and characteristics that are expressed by the teacher’s particular situation. The idea of 
“image” as one component of teachers’ practical knowledge emerges from Clandinin’s 
(1986) analysis and interpretation of participant observation and interview data from a 
study of two primary school teachers. The focus of the conceptualization of this practical 
knowledge was on teachers’ images of classrooms and how they functioned to shape 
teachers’ practices in school and in interview situations. Her research showed how one 
teacher’s image of “classroom as home” embodied her personal and professional 
experience and how, in turn, the image was expressed in her classroom practices and in her 
practices in her personal life.
Teacher Theories and Beliefs
Teacher thinking may be guided by a personally held system of beliefs, values, and 
principles (Copa, 1991; Yonemura, 1986) or by a broad knowledge base of content and 
teaching strategies that inform teacher practice but are largely unarticulated (Elbaz, 1983; 
Shulman, 1987). Shulman (1987) states, “This knowledge is uniquely the province of
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teachers, their own form of professional understanding and can be examined by a 
deliberative process in terms of its adequacy to particular situations” (p. 8).
Teachers’ beliefs are generally implicit and reflect attitudes about specific activities 
of teaching. Kagan (1992) explains that teachers’ beliefs are viewed as highly personal 
ways in which a teacher comes to understand the classroom, the students, the nature of 
learning, the teacher’s role in the classroom, and the goals of education. Often teachers 
themselves may not clearly understand their reasons for selecting certain strategies, but 
once the teacher explains her actions, her educational beliefs and values become apparent 
(Yonemura, 1986). Values and beliefs are important influences on which strategies out of 
many possibilities are selected by a teacher. Yonemura documented in detail one teacher’s 
thoughts and beliefs about children, teaching, sound educational programs for young 
children, and the impact of those beliefs and values on young children. She found that this 
teacher’s practical knowledge was central to her role as an effective teacher because “almost 
always she could give an account of the thoughts that led her to these actions, and these 
thoughts could be traced back to various values and beliefs” (Yonemura, 1986, p. 7). 
Elbaz’s (1983) study of the practices of the high school English teacher also revealed that 
her theories and beliefs about teaching served as a basis for her decisions about curriculum 
and classroom behaviors. These studies indicate that understanding teachers’ theories and 
educational beliefs helps to explain the variations in practice that appear among individual 
teachers. A unifying theme in the research on teachers’ knowledge is the recognition that 
teachers’ knowledge is actively related to the world of practice.
The Language of Practice
Yinger (1987) suggests that teaching is a task involving learning to act in ways 
appropriate to the demands of the profession—a task he refers to as “learning the language 
of practice” (p. 294). The language of practice is described as reflecting the use of 
common sense and practical analyses of knowledge and action. Yinger contends that 
attaining the expertise of teaching involves the mastery of a set of symbols and operations 
that is unique to the profession of teaching, or, in other words, mastery of a language of 
practice. Teaching has a culture and an important tool for understanding that culture is to
understand the system of knowledge and thought that Ls shared by members of that culture. 
Yinger states, “A profession may . . .  be considered a culture with its members sharing 
perceptions, conceptions, and acceptable actions. Language is an important subsystem of 
the culture and a means for thinking and interacting” (p. 295).
As Yinger (1987) conceptualizes it, the word “language” includes not only 
vocabulary and jargon, but more importantly refers to “modes of thinking and acting 
employed by practice to effectively accomplish the task at hand” (p. 295). The language of 
practice is the logic for thought and action, a system of meaning and a set of guidelines for 
effective practice. The language of practice that Yinger refers to is understood by studying 
the integrated patterns of thoughts and actions that drive teachers. Schon (1983) describes 
this working method of the practitioner as reflection-in-action. According to Olson (1988), 
the personal knowledge of the teacher and his or her thoughts during the action reflect a 
teacher’s understanding of the teaching culture to which he or she belongs.
Teachers’ Voices
The notion of “voice” has been central to the development of research on teachers’ 
knowledge and thinking (Cochran-Smith & Lytle, 1993; Elbaz, 1991). Cochran-Smith and 
Lytle, for example, speak of facilitating the expression of the teacher’s perspective and 
voice. Other researchers speak in terms of “teachers’ stories” (McLean, 1993) or teacher’s 
“frame of reference” (Clark & Peterson, 1986); or they identify a concern of getting “inside 
teachers’ heads” (Feiman-Nemser & Floden, 1986). Students of teacher thinking have 
been concerned about correcting an imbalance of inquiry, which had in the past described 
knowledge of teaching from the outside only; many investigators have also been 
determined to now listen to teachers as they speak about their teaching (Elbaz, 1991; 
Cochran-Smith & Lytle, 1993).
Elbaz (1991) explains that the implicit aspects of teacher knowledge must be made 
explicit if teachers’ voices are to be heard. This explication is complicated by the reality 
that researchers are faced with the issue of faithfully rendering teachers’ experiences and 
concerns, lest they turn “teachers’ knowledge into researchers’ knowledge, colonizing it, 
and thus silencing the voice of the teacher” (p. 11).
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In an effort to allow for teachers’ voices and points of view, researchers have 
experimented with methodological innovations such as mutually constructed vignettes and 
pre-structured cases (Miles, 1987), joint writing (Shulman, 1990), and teachers’ stories 
(McLean, 1993). The present study is also an attempt at letting teachers’ voices be heard as 
they described their thinking and understanding of the events depicted in the case study of 
an integrated preschool classroom.
InglugiflO-in PrgsghQgls
The importance of early childhood programs that integrate young children with and 
without special needs has long been recognized (McLean & Odom, 1988). Parents and 
educators agree that the development of appropriate social skills is their primary reason for 
young children’s enrollment into programs with their peers (Guralnick, 1990). Although 
model preschool programs that included children with and without disabilities in the same 
classroom have been in existence since the mid 1970s (Bricker, 1978), only recently have 
integrated programs become common in many communities. Initial efforts at combining 
these two populations of children were sparked by the Economic Opportunity and 
Community Partnership Act of 1972, which required Head Stan programs in each state to 
reserve 10% of their enrollment for children with disabilities (McCollum & Maude, 1993). 
Head Start programs began in 1965 as part of the federal government’s war on poverty and 
initially served only typically developing children. Young children from low income 
families were provided educational opportunities in child development centers across the 
country. Policies enacted during this period were based upon the belief that children could 
overcome the cycle of poverty through early education.
Public Law 94-142 mandated that “to the maximum extent appropriate handicapped 
children . . .  are educated with children who are not handicapped” (Education of All 
Handicapped Children Act, 1975). This was known as the least restrictive environment 
(LRE) principle. Although this was a public school law, services for children ages 3 
through 5 were permissive in nature; it was up to each state to decide whether to include 
such programs. The concept of “mainstreaming” resulted from this legislation and initially 
referred to the re-entry of children with mild disabilities into regular education programs 
(Bricker, 1995). Although the term has broadened over time, it has never fit particularly
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well when discussing young children with disabilities. Young children may be entering 
programs for the first time rather than re-entering, and the small number of public school 
programs serving 3 and 4 year olds seriously reduces the “mainstream” options available to 
preschool age children with disabilities (Guralnick, 1982). In effect, public school 
mainstreaming approaches were not applicable to prekindergarten programs. McLean and 
Hanline (1990) note that in its application to children who are not yet school aged, 
mainstreaming has grown to include educational mainstreaming (including children with 
disabilities in programs designed for the education of typically developing children), 
reverse mainstreaming (enrolling typically developing children in programs designed for 
children with disabilities), and partial mainstreaming (including children with disabilities in 
programs serving typically developing children as part of the services received). They 
further claim that the term “mainstreaming” was the most inconsistently defined and most 
“maligned” term in the field of early childhood education during the 1980s (p. 63).
Public Law 94-142, the Education of All Handicapped Children Act of 1975 
(EHA), however, is considered landmark legislation for children with disabilities and had 
major significance for typically developing children as well (Bricker, 1978). In addition to 
mandating access to public education, in order to ensure that every child with a disability 
had an opportunity to an appropriate education, an individualized education plan (IEP) had 
to be developed. Children with disabilities were to be educated in the same setting as their 
typically developing peers and always placed in the least restrictive environment (Spodek, 
Saracho, & Lee, 1984). Both the EEP and LRE significantly changed educational 
programming for all children. Guralnick (1982) asserts that the underlying philosophy and 
value system upon which the mainstreaming concept is based is found in the least 
restrictive principle. “The intent. . .  was to create circumstances in which mutual 
understanding, tolerance for diversity, and ultimately the recognition of the value of 
diversity by both handicapped and non handicapped children would flourish” (Guralnick, 
1982, p. 464).
Services available for preschool children with disabilities during the mid 1970s 
were based in a myriad of overlapping health, education, and social mandates, each 
impacting the same lives, but in an uncoordinated fashion (Shonkoff & Meisels, 1990). As
previously mentioned, Public Law 94-142 was a public school bill, so strong linkages with 
other public or private agencies that might provide allied health, medical, or social support 
were not emphasized. In addition, although parent training was allowed as a service under 
this legislation, there was an increasing call for parents to be viewed as key decision 
makers with active roles in all aspects of their children’s programs (Turnbull & Turnbull, 
1986).
Much attention was given in the early 1980s to the need to design new legislation 
more in line with current understandings of early development, family systems, and 
effective intervention practices (McCollum & Maude, 1993). Public Law 98-199, 
Education of the Handicapped Act Amendments of 1983, provided money for states to use 
in planning comprehensive service delivery systems for young children aged birth through 
5 with disabilities and for their families (Cook, Tessier, & Klein, 1996). Through this 
funding many states began to plan for serving this population of children before new 
mandates for programming were passed.
In 1986 President Reagan signed into effect Public Law 99-457, amendments to the 
Education of All Handicapped Children Act (Public Law 94-142). For young children with 
disabilities and their families, this is the most significant piece of legislation ever passed 
(McCollum & Maude, 1993). Under this legislation Part B, Preschool Grants Program, 
required all states to provide a free, appropriate, public education for children with 
disabilities from ages 3 through 5 by the 1990-1991 school year, or risk losing other 
portions of federal funding related to this population. Provisions for IEP and LRE 
remained in the new amendments (Turnbull & Turnbull, 1990).
Four years later. Public Law 101-476 amended Public Law 99-457 and changed the 
title from Education of the Handicapped Act to the Individuals with Disabilities Education 
Act (IDEA) (McCollum & Maude, 1993). By dropping the term “handicapped children” 
and replacing it with “individuals with disabilities," Congress intended that children with 
special needs be recognized as children first and, if necessary, as children with disabilities 
second (Cook et al., 1996). Throughout the law, all phrases putting the term 
“handicapped” before children or youth were deleted. This law became known as “person 
first” language (Rothstein, 1995, p. 21).
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Public Law 101-336, passed in 1990, the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA), 
and, in 1991, Public Law 102-119, the reauthorization of IDEA, are the most recent 
legislation relating to young children with disabilities (Cook et aL, 1986; Rothstein, 1995). 
ADA is a federal law ensuring the full civil rights of individuals with disabilities; it 
guarantees equal opportunity in employment, public accommodation, transportation, state 
and local government services, and telecommunication (Americans with Disabilities Act, 
1990). Most significant to young children with disabilities is the fact that the law included 
child care centers and family day care homes in the definition of public accommodations. 
These legislative enactments have transformed the way services to young children are 
delivered (Wesley, 1994). Center-based programs that have exclusively served young 
children with disabilities are beginning to enroll typically developing children, while regular 
preschools, child care centers, and homes are accepting children with special needs for the 
first time.
The movement to integrate children with disabilities into community programs has 
been a controversial and a challenging endeavor. Issues related to the movement have 
received considerable attention from researchers (Diamond et al., 1994) and continue to be 
debated in the literature. Inquiries and disputes around placement decisions (Fuchs & 
Fuchs, 1995), teaching practices (Bredekamp & Copple, 1997; Carta, Schwartz, Atwater, 
& McConnell, 1991; Fox & Hanline, 1993; Johnson & Johnson, 1992), administrative 
policies (Peck, Odom, & Bricker, 1993), parental preferences (Miller et al., 1992), 
attitudinal barriers (Rose & Smith, 1993), and teacher preparation programs (Miller, 1992; 
Stayton & Miller, 1993) continue to dominate the professional journals. Consensus on 
these issues as well as others has been difficult to achieve (Shonkoff & Meisels, 1990), 
and debates have been emotionally charged (Bricker, 1995).
Although the terms integration and inclusion are used interchangeably by 
professionals in the field to indicate programs serving children with and without 
disabilities, the term inclusion appears to have gained in popularity and frequency of use 
during the 1990s (Bricker, 1995). The controversy over the meaning of inclusion, 
however, is still not settled. Fuchs and Fuchs (1995) contend that “inclusion” means 
different things to people who wish different things from it. “For the group that wants the
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least, it is old wine in a new bottle___ To those who want more it means . . .  a
fundamental reorganization of the teaching and learning process” (Fuchs & Fuchs, 1995,
p. 222).
The philosophy of integration of children with disabilities with typically developing 
children has led to a sound moral and ethical policy. Bricker (1978) identified 
social-ethical, legal-legislative, and psychological-educational arguments on behalf of the 
educational integration of preschool children. These arguments relate to the possibility of 
altering societal attitudes toward individuals with disabilities, to the negative effects of 
educational segregation, and to the increased efficiency of allocating resources to all 
children through integrated programs. Guralnick (1990) declared:
The single most significant achievement in the field of early childhood education in 
the decade of the 1980’s was the repeated demonstration that mainstreamed
programs can be implemented effectively___ The contemporary issue is clearly
not whether early childhood mainstreaming is feasible and should be encouraged, 
but rather how one can design programs to maximize its effectiveness, (p. 3) 
Researchers agree that simply placing children with disabilities in the same 
educational setting with nondisabled children does not accomplish the goals of 
mainstreaming, inclusion, or integration (Cooke, Ruskus, Apolloni, & Peck, 1981; 
Demehak & Drinkwater, 1992; McLean & Han line, 1990). Steps must be taken to ensure 
the child with disabilities is active and fully participates in classroom activities (Spodek et 
al., 1984). Bricker (1995) insists:
Meaningful inclusion involves much more than placement Genuine inclusion 
means that during large circle time, the child with disabilities sits next to the other 
children, sings the songs and participates in other planned activities to the fullest 
extent possible. Children with disabilities may not perform at the same level as the 
other children but they are respected and included for their contribution, (p. 182) 
Lamorey and Bricker (1993) contend that the current empirical base is modest in 
terms of its assistance for assuring successful integration of children with disabilities. 
Investigations have primarily focused on examining outcomes as opposed to examining the 
process. The challenge now is to give attention to the complexities involved for successful
implementation of inclusion. Such factors as attitudes, adequate resources, and curriculum 
approaches are areas that need further study (Bricker, 1995; Peck, Furman, & Helmstetter, 
1993).
The debate over inclusion will not diminish but will continue into the 21st century, 
capturing important and finite resources.. . .  Careful and considerate examination 
of all facets of the inclusion process . . .  will yield outcomes that will make better 
things happen for children and for families. (Bricker, 1995, p. 192)
Solving problems with the process of integration is essential, because the benefits 
of inclusion are no longer a matter of debate. Preschool aged children with disabilities who 
are enrolled in integrated programs demonstrate higher levels of social play and more 
appropriate social interactions and are more likely to initiate interactions with peers than the 
children in segregated classrooms (Lamorey & Bricker, 1993). Gains are seen in 
language, cognitive, and motor-skill development in children with disabilities that are 
comparable to their peers in segregated settings, and children with disabilities display more 
advanced play in inclusive settings with typically developing children than they do in 
segregated classrooms (Diamond et al., 1994; Guralnick, 1990).
Children without disabilities also benefit from integrated programs (DeKlyen & 
Odom, 1989). Daily opportunities to observe and interact with classmates who have 
disabilities provide children with a better understanding of disabilities. By age 4, children 
are beginning to recognize, understand, and think about disabilities, especially when they 
see a peer with a disability (Diamond et al., 1994). Diamond and Hestenes (Diamond et 
al., 1994) found that preschool children enrolled in a classroom with a child with a hearing 
impairment were more likely to understand the effects of hearing loss on other skills (for 
instance, talking is harder when one cannot hear) and the ways in which sign language is 
used than were preschool children who had not had this type of experience. Peck and his 
colleagues found that parents and teachers strongly believed that integrated programs 
encourage preschool children to be more accepting of human differences, more aware of 
others’ needs, and more comfortable with people who have disabilities (Peck, Carlson, & 
Helmstetter, 1992). Clearly, inclusion is beneficial to all parties involved, but the benefits 
are diminished when the process is not carried out effectively.
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For the inclusion process to enjoy maximum success, early childhood educators 
anH special educators need to develop a  common understanding of both children with 
disabilities and typically developing children. Constructing this common understanding is 
complicated by the variant cultures-and the resulting variant ways of thinking and 
understanding-that characterize these two groups of educators.
Origins o f Teaching Cultures
The fields of early childhood education and early childhood special education have 
very different and distinct histories. The roots of these disciplines form the conceptual 
foundations that guide the teaching practices today.
Early Childhood Education
The roots of early childhood education are often traced to the historical recognition 
of childhood as a unique period in life and that young children are in some ways different 
from older children (Spodek & Brown, 1993; Kaufman, 1980). The European 
philosophers, Comenius (1592-1670), Rousseau (1712-1778), and Pestallozi 
(1746-1827), are among those acknowledged in much of the literature (Braun & Edwards, 
1972; Day, 1983; Morrison, 1997; Shonkoff & Meisels, 1990; Spodek & Brown, 1993) as 
being the earliest and most influential advocates for allowing children to become individuals 
by exploring the world around them through play. Play was described as the means by 
which children developed both understanding and character, and advocates argued that 
adults could best promote a child’s development by assisting the child’s investigation of all 
things in his or her life experience. Concepts such as sensory exploration, object 
manipulation, and naturalistic education are ideas found in the writings of these early 
pioneers.
The German idealist, Friedrich Froebel (1782-1852), is identified as providing the 
basic foundation for the early childhood perspective that characterizes the child as innately 
good and developing along a “natural” plan (Lazerson, 1972). His ideas also reflected the 
belief that through play children manage to arrange the world in ways understandable to 
them and that the teacher’s role was to follow the children’s lead. The development of 
kindergarten in European countries as well as in America is attributed to the work of 
Friedrich Froebel (Day, 1983; Morrison, 1997; Weber, 1969).
John Dewey’s (1859-1952) writings in the 1890s on educational reform gave 
emphasis to the concept of child-centered curriculum or child-centered schools (Morrison, 
1997). The need for education to draw on real-life experience and for children to come to 
new understandings as they explore their immediate environment was emphasized as 
educators questioned the relevance of formal and symbolic education (Spodek & Brown, 
1993). John Dewey maintained that when children were taught through projects, they also 
learned many academic and social skills such as cooperation, consideration for others, and 
learning how to work in a group. Today, active learning, cooperative learning, and 
projects are very much a part of early childhood programs.
Maria Montessori (1870-1952) developed a system for educating young children 
that had a significant impact on early childhood education. Although her work began with 
mentally handicapped children, she later applied what she had learned to the education of 
typically developing children (Montessori, 1973). Montessori saw children’s knowledge 
as being based in their perceptions of the world, and believed competence in thought and in 
directing one’s daily life resulted from the accumulation of skills and insights derived from 
self-directed action (Montessori, 1964). Her curriculum was based on the use of 
specifically designed materials that appealed to children’s senses, enabling them to gather 
and order sensory information as the basis for their developing knowledge. Montessori’s 
belief in the primacy of children’s self-education led to an indirect teaching method where 
the teacher’s role was to prepare the environment and demonstrate the use of the learning 
materials. Children were free to select the learning materials they desired and could use 
them as long as they wished, as long as they used them in the proper manner (Montessori, 
1964). This curriculum has remained intact in contemporary Montessori education, 
although additional educational activities have been included in many Montessori programs 
in the last two decades (Spodek & Brown, 1993).
One of the major influences on early childhood programs in the 20th century has 
been the field of child development As new theories of child development were 
promulgated, they influenced the way in which early childhood educators conceived of 
developmentally appropriate programs.
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One of the first child developmentalists to influence early childhood programs was 
G. Stanley Hall, the father of the child study movement (Day, 1983). His influence, along 
with that of John Dewey, led to the progressive reform o f kindergarten education. Child 
advocates argued that kindergarten programs should be consistent with the levels of 
development of the children being served. Hall and his student, Arnold Gesell, were 
concerned with establishing the basis for the scientific study of young children. Their 
developmental theory was a maturational one, and much of their work provided “norms,” 
or average levels of development for children of various ages (Day, 1983). Educational 
experiences were to fit the developing competencies of young children. The concept of 
readiness evolved from this point of view. Children could be assessed so teachers could 
determine what the children were capable of learning.
Another early childhood program that was developed in the early 20th century was 
the nursery school. The first nursery school was established in London by Rachel and 
Margaret McMillan, who began in 1910 with a health clinic to serve low income children 
that was later expanded into an open-air school (McMillan, 1919). In addition to meeting 
the children’s physical needs for adequate nutrition, exercise, fresh air, cleanliness, and 
medical examination, the nursery school provided an educational program. Creativity, the 
development of the imagination, and play were valued in the nursery school. The 
McMillans felt that it was important to teach poor children to solve problems and come up 
with creative solutions so that one day they could become leaders (McMillan, 1919).
The nursery school movement began to gain popularity in the United States in the 
1920s, based upon an adaptation of the McMillans’ model, which attached a great deal of 
importance to parent involvement within the school program (Shonkoff & Meisels, 1990). 
Nursery school programs were designed to nurture exploration and to facilitate the 
social-emotional development of children. By the early 1930s, approximately 200 nursery 
schools existed in the United States, half of them associated with colleges and universities, 
including some of the most productive child development laboratories in the country 
(Peterson, 1987). The remainder of the programs were operated as private schools or were 
sponsored by child welfare agencies.
During the depression of the 1930s, the number of nursery schools increased 
dramatically as federal relief programs were developed to subsidize unemployed teachers. 
World War II created the need for women to work in the defense plants and thus led to 
further expansion of nursery schools and to the establishment of federally supported 
day care centers under the Lanham Act of 1940 (Morgan, 1972). Before this time, day care 
services were utilized primarily by the working poor. When the war ended, federal support 
for child care terminated, women left the work force to raise families, and many programs 
for young children closed. Without public resources, nursery schools drifted from their 
early mission of serving poor children and became increasingly available only to those who 
could afford private tuition.
Child care centers, sometimes called day care programs, originally were designed to 
serve a care taking rather than educational function (Day, 1983). They were an outgrowth 
of the Industrial Revolution, when the establishment of factory systems brought many 
women into the labor force. Some significant changes began to occur in the character of 
day care centers during the 1950s and 1960s (Leeper, Witherspoon, & Day, 1984). This is 
attributed, in part, to the influence of the nursery school movement on the day care 
movement during the Depression and following World War II (Peterson, 1987). The 
mixing of the two movements was inevitable, simply because both were concerned with the 
same age group of children. Some day care centers began to incorporate more 
educationally oriented activities into their care procedures, and they began to limit care to 
children of certain ages who could meet specific entry requirements (e.g., they were toilet 
trained, could feed themselves, and were sufficiently manageable to function in a group 
setting). This closed the doors of many child care centers to children who were unable to 
meet the prerequisites because of certain disabilities, and it helps explain why children with 
disabilities were usually excluded from many of these programs (Peterson, 1987).
During the 1960s as more women chose, or were compelled by circumstances, to 
combine child rearing and employment outside the home, child care became a more 
standard and accepted pan of the American way of life. Child care and nursery school 
programs saw a revival when the federal government again became involved in early 
childhood services through the Economic Opportunity Act of 1964 (Spodek, Saracho, &
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Davis, 1987). Commonly referred to as the “War on Poverty” legislation, this law provided 
funding for the design and implementation of educational programs directed at children 
from low socioeconomic, poverty stricken homes. Head Start was one o f the programs 
created under this law to intervene in the lives of these children to prevent school failure 
(Zigler & Valentine, 1979) and to help break the cycle of poverty. It was hoped that 
participation in Head Start would prepare children for more successful entry into the public 
school. The literature refers to programs designed to assist children and youth in 
overcoming what had been assumed to be the negative effects of discrimination, poverty, 
and cultural differences on performance in school as the compensatory education movement 
(Day, 1983). Peterson (1987) identifies this movement as an important precursor to early 
childhood special education in the sense that it was instrumental in establishing the notion 
of “early intervention” (p. 124).
Early Childhood Special Education
The history of special education services for children with disabilities reveals an 
often sad and shocking picture of society’s treatment of exceptional children. In ancient 
times, young children with physical anomalies or obvious disabilities were often victims of 
active or passive infanticide (Shonkoff & Meisels, 1990). During the Middle Ages and 
succeeding centuries, retarded individuals were either tolerated as court jesters, village 
fools, or street beggars or were imprisoned or otherwise institutionalized (Aries, 1962).
According to McCollum and Maude (1993), systematic programs for young 
children with special needs began to appear throughout the country less than three decades 
ago, grounded mostly in one of its two parent fields: special education or early childhood 
education. Special education programs were first established for students with disabilities 
in the public schools, where attendance was mandatory, before attention was given to 
exceptional children under school age (Peterson, 1987). Regular early childhood education 
was established as worthwhile and beneficial for young children in general before it was 
seen as a useful and therapeutic experience for children with disabilities. Only after 
educators accepted the notion of early intervention as an effective means o f improving the 
educational performance of typically developing children were early childhood programs
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seen as a way to minimize the impact of handicapping conditions on young children 
(Safford, 1978).
The field of special education begins with the work of the physician, Jean-Marc 
Gaspard Itard (1775-1838) (Kaufman, 1980; Peterson, 1987; Shonkoff & Meisels, 1990). 
Itard (1962), in his now famous study of the L'Enfant Sauvage (the Wild Child), was the 
first physician/educator to use a clinical method and medical approach to study, observe, 
and educate an exceptional child. The sensory training techniques used by Itard and his 
student, Edouard Seguin (1812-1911), are currently characterized as behavior modification 
(Shonkoff & Meisels, 1990). Seguin developed a “physiological method of education” for 
children with disabilities that was based on a detailed assessment of individual strengths 
and weaknesses and a specific plan of sensorimotor activities designed to correct specific 
difficulties. His methods were later developed and perfected by Maria Montessori 
(Montessori, 1973).
During the early 1800s, educational programs for persons with mental retardation 
proliferated throughout the world (Shonkoff & Meisels, 1990). Stimulated by Seguin’s 
immigration to the United States, residential institutions were built and incorporated his 
teaching techniques into many of the programs. In 1876, the Association of Medical 
Officers of American Institutions for Idiotic and Feeble-Minded Persons was formed. The 
name was later changed to the American Association for the Study of the Feeble-Minded, 
then changed to the American Association on Mental Deficiency, and then a third time to the 
American Association on Mental Retardation (Shonkoff & Meisels, 1990).
Toward the latter part of the 19th and early 20th centuries, the science of 
psychology began to emerge as a dominant force in special education (Kaufman, 1980). 
Behavioral psychologists, J. B. Watson (1914) and E. L. Thorndike (1913), introduced 
the idea that human behavior was not innate but resulted almost entirely from environmental 
influences. Contrary to the maturational theories of G. Stanley Hall and Arnold Gesell, 
“environmentalists” (Day, 1983) were convinced that heredity was an inadequate and 
misleading explanation of human behavior. Thorndike explained that habits were formed 
by conditioning in which appropriate behavior was rewarded and unwanted behavior 
stopped because it was either no longer reinforced or was punished. Watson boasted about
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his presumed ability to create any type of adult from a child through the use of proper 
training techniques. Watson’s environmentalism was the forerunner of today’s 
behavioralism. This concept of development also became a theory of learning where 
development was defined in terms of the human organism’s acquisition of behaviors (Day, 
1983). How quickly a child acquired the behaviors (demonstrated by the appropriate 
responses) was an indication of how well he or she had learned.
Mental measurement, as developed by Alfred Binet (1857-1911), became a 
scientifically reliable means for evaluating intelligence (Kaufman, 1980; Peterson, 1987). 
The mental measurement tests became the primary diagnostic instruments for determining 
mental deficiency. The Binet IQ test was translated and standardized for American children 
by Lewis Terman of Stanford University (Peterson, 1987). By 1910, the American 
Association of Mental Deficiency classified each of the negative standard deviations on the 
standard distribution curve with labels such as idiot, imbecile, and moron (Kaufman, 
1980).
In addition to the mental testing movement as a means of classifying children, 
psychoanalytic theory advanced by Sigmund Freud provided a new system of labels for the 
emotionally disturbed (Kaufman, 1980). Because of its heavy emphasis on early 
experience Freudian psychology gready influenced the special education movement in the 
area of emotional development
Special education services in public schools have a long history, showing slow, 
gradual expansion of services until the post-World War II years. From the 1800s until 
World War n, residential schools and institutions provided the few educational 
opportunities available to the handicapped (Winzer, 1993). During those years a residential 
or training school was regarded as the appropriate place for children with disabilities. By 
1900 over 30 states had built this type of school for the deaf, the blind, and the retarded 
(Peterson, 1987). Virtually every state eventually established facilities of this type. During 
the depression and the world war that followed, special education resources for public 
schools were curtailed, and greater reliance was placed on already overcrowded and 
educationally limited residential institutions. Institutions became primarily custodial, and
the deplorable conditions that came to characterize them imposed a new form of neglect and 
deprivation upon children placed there (Safford, 1978).
During the postwar period, children with disabilities began to receive more 
benevolent attention. This renewed interest in the needs of develop mentally vulnerable 
youngsters was stimulated in part by the results o f massive testing of military personnel 
with physical, mental, or behavioral disabilities (Peterson, 1987; Shonkoff & Meisels, 
1990). It was also stimulated by changes in societal attitudes toward persons with 
disabilities, in general, brought about by the large numbers of veterans who returned with 
physical disabilities. In 1946, a Section for Exceptional Children was established with the 
United States Office of Education, which became the Bureau of Education for the 
Handicapped in 1966, and the Office of Special Education and Rehabilitation Services in 
1980 (Shonkoff & Meisels, 1990).
Parent advocacy and parent organizations have been identified as responsible for 
much of the political pressure that resulted in the redefinition of the rights and privileges of 
children with disabilities through litigation and legislation (Melcher, 1976). Armed with 
the legal precedents established by the civil rights movement, as embodied particularly in 
the Civil Rights Act of 1964, parents of the handicapped turned to the courts for equal 
educational opportunities for their children and equal access to public buildings by removal 
of architectural barriers.
Special education thus became intertwined with the legal and legislative system. 
Issues such as testing, labeling, placement, rights to education or treatment, and the role of 
parents in the educational decision-making process have also been addressed in court cases 
(Rothstein, 1995). Unlike the field of general education, in which practices are dictated by 
professional opinion and group consensus at a local level, many special education practices 
have been established through legal and legislative actions at state and federal levels.
Major changes in special education came about in 1975 with the passage of Public 
Law 94-142. No longer could schools deny admission to children on the basis of their 
disability, deliver services only in segregated special education classrooms, or make 
placement decisions without parent involvement. The law not only mandated a free and 
appropriate education for all children with disabilities but also specified the processes by
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which this goal was to be achieved (Rothstein, 1995). Major provisions for 
nondiscriminatory assessment, written individual education programs, the procedures and 
substantive due process, and least restrictive environment were implemented and had direct 
impact on educational practices with children and parents (Garwood, Fewell, & Neisworth, 
1988; Peterson, 1987).
Shifts in attitudes and practices regarding the education of children with disabilities 
have been described in evolutionary terms by Caldwell (1973), who identified three major 
historical periods. The first. Forget and Hide, refers to the practice in the first half of this 
century through which children with disabilities were kept out of public view, presumably 
to avoid embarrassing their families. The second period corresponds to the prevailing 
attitudes of the 1950s and 1960s and is called Screen and Segregate. In this period, 
children with disabilities were tested, labeled, and then isolated once again in special 
facilities, based on the assumption that they needed the protection and could not function 
independently in the mainstream. Caldwell named the third period Identify and Help. 
Beginning in the mid 1970s with the passage of Public Law 94-142, and continuing to the 
present day, this stage has been marked by efforts to screen for special needs in the early 
years of life in hopes of providing appropriate intervention services at as young an age as 
possible. The goals of this era are to contain the consequences o f disabling conditions, 
prevent the occurrence of more severe disorders, assist the families of children with 
disabilities, and increase the opportunities for all children to grow to their full potential.
Summary
The literature reviewed here offers the reader a background for understanding the 
questions that guide this study:
1. How do EC and ECS educators reason and think through issues of practice in 
integrated classrooms?
2. What differences and similarities exist in the language educators use to interpret 
situations and think through practices?
3. Where differences do exist in language and reasoning, what might be the 
implications of those differences for practice and for collaboration?
Teacher thinking and teacher knowledge is an area that has been of interest to 
researchers for several decades. The literature demonstrates a recognition that the process 
of teacher thinking, as well as the content of teachers’ thoughts, is intimately related to the 
world of practice. Teacher knowledge is built from personal and practical understandings 
of teaching and learning and is connected to personally held systems of beliefs, values, and 
principles. Some of the differences in how teachers understand their role in this study 
emerged as a means of more fully understanding the thinking and knowledge shared by 
teachers. The challenge and importance of allowing teachers’ perspectives on their own 
thinking to be expressed in their own words was found in the recent literature: on teacher 
research.
The development of integrated programs for young children was also reviewed in 
this chapter. Educating children with disabilities in the same classroom as their typically 
developing peers has evolved from sound social-ethical, legal-legislative, ancl 
psychological-educational principles. Teachers who work in these classrooms come from 
disciplines with distinct histories and with different understandings of children and 
development, and that is where the challenge for collaboration in inclusive settings lies.
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CHAPTER m  
METHODOLOGY
The integration of young children with and without disabilities in the same 
educational setting has emerged as one of the most important, complex, and controversial 
practices in the field of early childhood education (Peck, Odom, & Bricker, 1993). This is 
due, in part, to the fact that the process of integration affects and is affected by so many 
factors at so many different levels (McLean & Hanline, 1990). In order to gain a fuller 
understanding of what is happening in integrated programs, this study looks at how 
teachers interpret situations and understand issues of practice in their work with children, 
families, and other professionals.
The questions guiding this study emerged out of a broader interest in teaching 
practices and in how the collaboration process affects integration. These were eventually 
narrowed to the following three questions:
1. How do EC and ECS educators reason and think through issues of practice in 
integrated classrooms?
2. What differences and similarities exist in the language educators use to interpret 
situations and think through practices?
3. Where differences do exist in language and reasoning, what might be the 
implications of those differences for practice and for collaboration?
In this chapter I will describe the methodology used to explore these questions.
Lancy (1993) stated that “the qualitative paradigm is ideal for phenomena that are 
patently complex and about which little is known with certainty” (p. 9). The complexity of 
successful implementation of inclusion is such a phenomenon. Since the legislative 
mandates of Public Law 99-457, the demand for placement of children with disabilities into 
settings for children without disabilities has continually grown (Spodek et al., 1984). 
However, the challenges of finding the best way to provide integrated programming that
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continues to be respectful of the talents and needs of individual children, parents, and 
teachers are not sufficiently understood (Diamond et al., 1994). Qualitative research 
methods are used to understand intricate details of phenomena that are diffic ult to convey 
with quantitative methods (Strauss & Corbin, 1990) and were therefore considered 
appropriate for this investigation.
The grounded theory method in qualitative research allows relevant concepts to 
emerge. “A grounded theory is one that is inductively derived from the study of the 
phenomenon it represents” (Strauss & Corbin, 1990, p. 23). Theories that are generated 
are grounded as closely as possible in the situation and the phenomena directly under 
investigation. Data collection and analysis proceed simultaneously to develop a theoretical 
interpretation of what is seen and heard. In this study, it was important to v/ork with the 
data continually as insights grew during the investigation and issues emerged in the course 
of the research.
When posing questions for this study I was seeking to discover how teachers 
reason and think around issues of practice. I was not attempting to confirm or verify 
theories regarding integration or collaboration, nor was I searching for facts from the 
outsider’s perspective. Rather, the aim of this study was to focus on the insider’s 
perspective to gain a deeper understanding of teachers’ perceptions of educational activities 
and events. The goal of qualitative inquiry is not prediction, but understanding. Ayers 
(1989) suggests that in order to best understand teaching one must turn to individual 
teachers and uncover the details of everyday practice. Peck and Furman (1992) agree:
The personal perspectives, beliefs, and interpretations of the world held by 
individuals define the experiences of their lives in fundamental ways. Thus 
achieving an adequate understanding of the lives led by children, teachers, and 
families demands introduction of the personal voice, (p. 7)
In this particular study, I search for “personal voice” by interviewing teachers. 
“The opportunity to learn about what you cannot see and to explore alternative explanations 
of what you do see is the special strength of interviewing in qualitative inquiry” (Glesne & 
Peshkin, 1992, p. 65). The interview method is especially useful when one wishes to 
understand the experience of other people and the meaning they make of that experience. It
was important to this study for teachers to provide detailed explanations and interpretations 
about their understanding of events and the actions that occur in the context of their work 
with children, families, and other professionals. It is for these reasons I designed a case 
study on which to base the interviews. This chapter will describe how this study was 
developed and how the questions that surround the issues of practice emerged. The data 
collection process and the analysis o f these data will also be discussed.
P att CQllgCPQn
The Setting
The setting for this study was a region in the upper midwest including parts of two 
states with a mix of rural, small towns and urban communities. The largest community in 
which the teachers worked has a population of approximately 80,000 and the smallest town 
approximately 2,000. The population is largely Caucasian, mostly Scandinavian and 
western European in background, and predominantly Lutheran and Catholic in religion. 
This setting was selected because it offered a variety in size of communities and it contained 
numerous programs for young children including Head Start centers, child care centers, 
preschools, and public schools. All of the settings (public schools, Head Start centers, 
child care centers, or preschools) were located within a 125 mile radius including parts of 
two states in the upper midwest. The region also contained teachers with extensive 
experience working with children with and without disabilities. The region was also 
chosen because I know the area very well and I wanted to gain access to teachers who were 
well regarded in their field and who would think seriously about the issues presented to 
them for the research study.
Subjects and Selection Criteria
Five early childhood and five early childhood special educators currently teaching in 
early childhood programs in one of two upper midwest states served as subjects. Three 
criteria were used in making my selections. First, the teacher selected should have at least 
five years experience working with preschool children in group settings. I wanted to 
interview mature teachers who had greater life experiences and who were confident with 
their philosophies and beliefs about teaching and learning. Second, the teacher needed to 
have experience working with typically developing children and with childre n with
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disabilities. I preferred that this experience be in integrated settings, but because full 
inclusion is not a practice commonly found in this region, I did not include this as a 
required criterion. The third criterion was that the teacher be highly recommended by 
professionals in the field. This was important to me because I wanted to ex;imine the 
thinking of teachers who were respected for their work with children and who had 
reputations o f being “good” teachers—ones who could apply knowledge to practice. The 
data for this study consist solely of the verbal statements of teachers, so choosing teachers 
who could not only analyze and reflect on their own teaching, but ones who would be more 
likely to present factual descriptions of their work, was critical for this study.
Using these criteria, I approached the colleges and universities in the: region to help 
me identify teachers. I contacted members of professional organizations and administrators 
of early childhood programs for names of teachers they would recommend. I selected 
individuals who met the criteria and who were referred to me by more than one source. I 
was, however, also interested in program diversity within the population studied. I wanted 
Head Start, child care, preschool, and public school programs included; I wanted a mix of 
rural and urban settings; and I wanted both genders represented. One of the participants 
was not specifically recommended to me but was included in order to bring greater 
diversity to the sample. All of the teachers had over 10 years of experience working in 
programs with young children. Two of the teachers had over 20 years of experience.
Seven of the teachers had Bachelor’s degrees in Early Childhood or in Early Childhood 
Special Education and three of the teachers had Master’s degrees in their field. Both 
genders were included in the study, and a mix of rural and urban backgrounds was 
represented. The teachers had a wide variety of experiences working with children with 
and without disabilities, and each of the 10 teachers was currently working in an early 
childhood program with 3-, 4-, and/or 5-year-old children.
Negotiating Entry
Gaining access to early childhood educators varied depending on the affiliation of 
the program. Because I was not studying particular classrooms, but the work of teachers 
who teach in many different schools, I assumed that I could go directly to the teachers for 
permission. I found, however, that early childhood special education programs located in
larger school districts had “gatekeepers” with whom I had to negotiate entry . Gatekeepers 
are the people who must give their consent before one enters the research setting 
(Fetterman, 1989). Superintendents or building principals were the authorities from whom 
I had to obtain initial consent Some administrators required a written contnict explaining 
the research study, and some gave verbal approval to continue negotiations with the 
teachers I wanted to interview.
Early childhood teachers in child care centers, Head Start programs, and preschool 
programs did not require an approval at the administrative level. I was able to begin 
negotiations with these teachers directly.
According to Seidman (1991), how a researcher gains access and makes initial 
contact with potential participants affects the relationship that is involved in the interviewing 
process. I chose to call potential participants as the first step. I introduced tnyself and 
explained the research study. I then mailed contracts to the teachers outlining the study and 
my requests (see Appendix B). The teachers were assured anonymity and the right to 
withdraw from the study at any time. My second step was a personal visit before the 
interviews began. I delivered the first episode of the case study to each of the 10 and 
arranged for three one-hour interviews. The personal contact before the first interview was 
very important in developing the foundation of the “relationship” to which Seidman 
referred. It was important to me to ease the teachers’ minds about the interviewing 
procedure and the purpose of the study. Because the episodes had a series of questions 
that would guide the interview, I wanted the participants to understand that I was not after 
“right answers,” but I was interested in how they interpreted situations in the cases and 
thought through issues of practice. This personal visit helped to build rapport with the 
participants. I spent time getting to know more about them as people. I also explained that 
a small honorarium of $10.00 would be given after each interview. Most of the 
participants assured me that they were not cooperating with the expectation of being paid. 
They participated because of the professional responsibility they had toward research. One 
participant refused the honorarium, stating she could not accept money for helping a 
colleague.
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Interviews
The qualitative research method of in-depth interviewing was utilized for this 
research. “In-depth interviewing” (Mishler, 1986, p. 6) means having repeated 
face-to-face conversations with the subjects directed toward understanding the 
interviewees’ perspectives on their work, experiences, and situations. The data became the 
words expressed by the interviewees. Unlike a formal question-and-answer structured 
interview, qualitative interviewing is very flexible and dynamic. The procedure is like a 
conversation between two equals, so establishing rapport with the subjects and creating an 
atmosphere in which opinions can be expressed freely are important for this research 
method.
According to Seidman (1991), “If the researcher’s goal is to understand the 
meaning people involved in education make of their experience, then interviewing provides 
a necessary, if not always completely sufficient avenue of inquiry” (p. 4). It is the aim of 
this research to gain a deeper understanding of the meaning teachers make of their 
experiences in integrated preschool classrooms.
For this study I wanted to interview the teachers about a case study that I had 
written depicting situations commonly encountered in integrated classrooms. Following is 
a description of the case study design I chose for this research and how I utilized in-depth 
interviewing to conduct the investigation.
Case study design. A case study format was used to establish a framework to 
explore the thinking of teachers regarding pedagogical issues and decisions they commonly 
face in their work with children, families, and other professionals. The use of case method 
has long been a cornerstone of professional education in such fields as business and law 
(Kleinfeld, 1991). In teacher education the method gained visibility with th e 1986 
publication of A Nation Prepared: Teachers of the 21st Century. This landmark report by 
the Carnegie Task Force on Teaching as a Profession recommended that teaching cases be 
developed as a major focus of instruction to develop interpretive and analytical skills 
(Shulman, 1992). A “case” is essentially a narrative describing significant and 
representative professional problems to think about in sophisticated and exj>ert ways. 
Shulman states, “Cases become the catalysts for pedagogical conversations among
members of school communities. They stimulate teachers’ individual reflections on their 
own teaching as well as provide a basis for dialogue and interaction among teachers 
themselves” (p. xv). I chose cases as a way to provide images of practice in order to get 
the teachers to explore, expand, and elaborate their personal beliefs on which they base 
their teaching practices. Beliefs are an aspect of teachers’ knowledge that have been given 
many labels: perspectives, personal theories, frames of reference, conceptions, work 
images, schemata, construct, and images (Carter, 1990; Clark & Peterson, 1986; Kagan, 
1992). Reflecting on practice can provoke powerful consideration of implied beliefs or 
values that inform practice (Dewey, 1910; Schon, 1991).
I wrote three different episodes, based on my personal experiences, for one case 
study for the interviews (see Appendix A). The case was multi-layered with each episode 
involving the same characters. One episode involved teaching practices with children; one 
episode involved practices with families; and one episode described collaborative 
interactions with other professionals. Argyris (1986) lists many advantages of writing 
one’s own cases. Among the advantages is that they pertain to issues perceived as 
significant to the author. For each case I identified incidents that I had encountered over the 
course of my graduate studies in early childhood and early childhood special education that 
had emotional power and mattered personally to me. The case studies are composites of 
real incidents, but the details are fictitious. I wanted the cases to mirror real problems and 
dilemmas that teachers commonly confront in integrated settings but that present 
uncertainties with respect to how they might be resolved. According to Wassermann 
(1993), a case should include provocative undercurrents to make the reader think and talk. 
Different teaching styles, critical incidents, and puzzling events are described to trigger a 
deep examination and full explanation around the teachers’ own beliefs. Familiar, common 
circumstances are also purposefully described in the case studies. In explaining how we 
think, Dewey (1910) wrote, “The best thinking occurs when the easy and the difficult are 
duly proportioned to each other. The easy and familiar are equivalents as are the strange 
and difficult" (p. 222). It was this “test thinking” that this study was attempting to
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The case became the focus of the interviews as teachers shared their understandings 
of the situations portrayed in the stories and reflected on their own teaching in similar 
situations. Schon (1991) explains, ‘T o  be a reader of a narrative is to be drawn into a 
story, to find a place or way of seeing through participating in the story” (p„ 277). I 
intended that the teachers would understand enough of the characters’ experiences in the 
case studies that they would identify with them. I wanted all o f the teachers who I 
interviewed to enter the same story and to reflect on similar problems and dilemmas. This 
allowed me to discover similarities and differences in how EC and ECS educators solve 
problems and make meaning of situations they encounter in their daily work with children, 
parents, and other professionals.
Interview guide. Kvale (1996) suggests that “interviews are particularly suited for 
studying people’s understanding o f the meaning in their lived world, describing their 
experiences and self understanding and clarifying and elaborating their own perspective on 
their lived world” (p. 105). Because I was using the case study to explore teachers’ 
thinking about their worlds, I developed a series of open-ended questions to guide the 
interview process and to promote serious thinking around the issues in the case. Mishler 
(1986) cautions researchers about attempting to standardize interview questions with the 
assumption that responses will represent the “same” stimulus for all respondents. He 
states, “The request for equivalence of interviews in terms of interviewer-respondent 
interaction is misdirected and bound to fail” (p. 22). In qualitative research the interview 
method is a specific form of conversation where knowledge is “constructed” between two 
partners (Kvale, 1996). The interview questions varied, but in general served as a way to 
attend to the various topics in the three episodes and to promote exploration of individual 
thinking (see Appendix C).
In order to provide detailed descriptions, teachers were encouraged to recount 
specific incidents in the case and to explain why they happened. They were asked to 
speculate on what they would do in similar situations. I asked questions, such as why do 
you think the teacher (or the child) is doing that? what is the purpose behind her action? 
what would you do in this situation and why? what is your aim behind doing it this way?
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Guided by Kelly’s (1955) notion o f studying “self-constructs," I asked teachers to 
reveal similarities and differences which they thought were important between their own 
experiences and those described in the case. Kelly regards similarities and differences 
which a person sees in his or her environment as products of his or her “personal 
construct,” a system which determines the choices available to him or her. Teachers were 
asked to describe how the case compared with their own experiences with inclusion and 
collaboration, and to talk about other instances in their own work that they were reminded 
of by the case.
Interview procedure. The interviews began in February and extend<id into May of 
1997. Each of the 10 teachers was interviewed three times over a three-week period. Each 
interview lasted 50-75 minutes. I prepared for each interview by rereading the episode of 
the case and the questions that I had developed. I wanted to have the questions well in my 
mind before the interview because I referred to the guide only when necessary. I always 
varied the order of the questions if the teacher spontaneously mentioned the topic or issue. 
Lancy (1993) advises that “one’s goal in this type of interviewing is to obtain information, 
but also to remove any constraints on the interviewee’s response so that her 
conceptualization of phenomena emerges rather than having her fit her views into the 
investigator’s framework” (p. 17). The questions I asked, therefore, varied with each 
interviewee. This manner resulted in spontaneous comments from participants around 
unexpected inferences. As suggested by Shulman (1992), “The beauty of the case method 
is its potential for reinterpretation and multiple representation” (p. 17).
Before each interview I sat and talked briefly with the teacher in an attempt to break 
down any fear or intimidation he or she might have. Research interviews involve 
interpersonal relationships, and even the best designed interview is useless if the 
interpersonal chemistry is not working (Kvale, 1996; Lancy, 1993). I wanted to establish 
a safe atmosphere where teachers would feel free to talk about their feelings and 
experiences. “Small talk and chit-chat are vital first steps on the way to intimate 
communion" (Lancy, 1993, p. 18). I also reminded the teacher before each interview that I 
was not searching for right answers, but was studying how educators think through 
teaching strategies and through pedagogical issues. Each interview was audiotaped.
The interviews were conducted on the teacher’s planning days or occurred after 
school. I wanted to interview teachers at times when they were not anticipating returning to 
the classroom. I thought the teachers would feel less hurried and would take the time to 
elaborate on their thoughts and share more of their experiences with me if they did not have 
a classroom of children to get back to directly after the interview. I had a diagram of the 
floor plan that I used with the first episode (see Appendix D). Some of the teachers found 
it helpful when we talked about the environment and the meaning it had for them. During 
the second interview, I put note cards with prompt words (educational planning, staffing, 
collaboration, assessment, and educational goals) on the table in front of the teacher. These 
served to elicit comments and thoughts around the various topics in the case. Some of the 
teachers found this helpful in reminding them of points that they wanted to share. Some of 
the teachers referred to them very little.
At the end of the third interview, I used an interviewing technique which uses 
prompt cards with affective words (angry, strong conviction, moved or touched, sad, 
important to me, tom between, success, anxious, frustrated, and lost something) on each 
card (Gershman, 1984). Again, the cards were placed face up on the table, and the 
interviewees were asked to pick cards that reminded them of something that occurred in one 
of the three episodes of the case study or something that recently occurred in their own 
work with children, families, or other professionals.
All the teachers reported that the cases were highly representative of incidents they 
had encountered in their work with inclusion and collaboration. Some teachers reported 
embarrassment in seeing their own behavior being described so visibly. Most of the 
teachers reported that the questions were difficult, but that they made them tliink deeply 
around the issues and reflect on their own practices. Based on their reports, the teachers 
were interested in the cases, enjoyed reading them, volunteered a great deal of information, 
and provided thoughtful and insightful responses to the questions posed. One teacher 
wrote in a note to me several weeks after the interviews:
The visits (interviews) reminded me that we need to be constantly mindful, (sic’) of 
how we treat our daily teaching situations and how easily positives can become
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negatives! Thank you for the opportunity to evaluate myself as a person, teacher 
and a collaborator.
I ended each interview session by turning the tape recorder off and hiving a brief 
conversation around the thoughts and stories they had shared. I found many times that this 
debriefing (Kvale, 1996) gave the participants additional opportunities to exjrress feelings 
and emotions around important topics that had been briefly mentioned, or not mentioned at 
all, when the tape recorder was turned on. This time was valuable for developing a closer 
relationship with the interviewees. Many of the teachers remarked that talkin g about their 
teaching was very rewarding and genuinely enriching. Before I left I gave them a copy of 
the next episode and an honorarium of $10.00.
Immediately after each interview I took notes on ideas and thoughts that came up 
during the interview or on comments the teacher had shared after the tape recorder was 
turned off. These notes were very valuable when I began interpreting the data.
Transcription. The interviews were transcribed verbatim into typewritten text. I 
instructed the transcriber to type everything she heard that told her something about how a 
word or phrase was communicated and to try and capture the emotional aspect of the 
conversation (for instance, heavy sigh, laughter, long pause, and so on). When she could 
not understand a word, she typed a question mark in the space. If she had any doubts 
about the word or phrase she typed, she put the words in parentheses with a question mark 
at the end. I spent time explaining the study to the transcriber and clarifying to her how 
important accuracy was relative to speed. I paid her hourly.
I read the transcriptions as I listened to the tape immediately after it was typed. I 
made corrections and added comments that I remembered about the conversation that could 
be seen, but not heard, on the tape. For instance, one teacher covered her eyes as she 
talked to me about her beliefs about teaching children with disabilities. Several times the 
interviewees’ eyes became teary when they shared stories about children they had known. 
Reading the transcripts before the next interview also helped me identify terms or ideas that 
I needed clarified. All of these details helped me discover the meaning of the data during 
the analysis process.
Para Analysis
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Coding Procedures
This study resulted in over 1,000 pages of transcriptions from the 30 interviews 
with 10 teachers. I had additional notes from my journal where I wrote reflections and 
^  comments about what was observed during the interview process. Notes on striking 
gestures and nonverbal expressions were helpful in understanding the meaning of the 
teachers’ words. I speculated on emerging themes and hunches about the research as the 
study progressed. Conversations I had with the teachers after the interview had ended and 
the tape recorder was turned off were recorded. I also set up analytic files to help organize v. 
and store data as I began to explore interpretations and discover meanings.
Data collection and data analysis are interactive processes in qualitative research 
(Vierra & Pollock, 1988). The two processes inform each other and allow die researcher to 
focus and shape the study as it proceeds (Glesne & Peshkin, 1992). The interviews with 
ECS educators were conducted first, so I began data analysis with these transcripts. By 
interviewing all the teachers from one discipline first, I thought that common patterns and 
themes would emerge more clearly. After the third interview, I read each transcript twice 
and then used open coding to begin the analytical process. Open coding pertains 
“specifically to the naming and categorizing of phenomena through close examination of the 
data” (Strauss & Corbin, 1990, p. 62). Through this process the data were broken down 
into distinct segments and labeled so I could study the data closely and explore themes and 
patterns as they emerged. This resulted in almost 100 code names that I grouped into 10 
different categories (see Appendix E). The categories pulled similar concepts together. I 
read and reread the transcripts several times after the original coding and used the constant 
comparative method of analysis (Strauss & Corbin, 1990). By making comparisons and 
asking questions of the data, I was able to clarify concepts and define characteristics of 
categories.
As I continued to interview and analyze the data from the EC teachers, I needed 
new code words to identify new themes. As the pages of raw data accumulated, the 
process of analyzing became daunting. The need to reorganize and reduce the data became 
urgent.
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As I reread my journal and examined consistencies and inconsistencies in the data, I 
changed several codes and redefined some categories. I looked for key linkages among 
various categories that connected the main concepts of the research (see Appendix F). 
Strauss and Corbin (1990) identify this process as axial coding. By specifying the 
properties and dimensions of each category, new relationships among the categories 
emerge. In axial coding the data are rearranged in new ways by making connections 
between categories and their subcategories. For example, I noticed that several categories 
contained similar code words. Frame of Reference had “individual needs”; Assessment 
had “individual needs”; Educational Planning had “individual needs”; and Teacher Methods 
had “child choice.” I asked the question, “What is this referring to?,” and identified the 
conditions that caused or led to this central idea. Understanding of Children became a new 
category. I looked for specific dimensions of the new category across all of the codes and 
saw the different ways of viewing children, of viewing teaching, and of vie wing children 
with disabilities.
I worked through the data once again and questioned each grouping. The original 
10 categories folded into three main headings. Repeated patterns of relationships between 
properties and dimensions were discovered. I drew a diagram to frame the research and 
show the relationships among concepts (see Appendix G).
As my research proceeded, it was important that I remain flexible and allow theories 
and hypotheses to evolve. It was equally important to be rigorous in how I documented 
what did occur. By practicing careful research methodology, the resulting data allowed me 
to discover meaning from the emerging themes and patterns.
In Chapter IV, Results, I will describe the concepts and the relationships among the 
categories that were discovered. Direct quotations from the interviews will be used to 
convey the point of view of those who were studied. The frequency and range of kinds of 
responses will be included to demonstrate patterns of distribution and to show 
generalizations within the body of data.
CHAPTER IV 
RESULTS
I begin with the assumption that competent practitioners usually know more than
they can say. They exhibit a kind of knowing-in-practice, most of which is tacit.
(Schon, 1983, p. viii)
The purpose of this study was to develop a better understanding of the thinking and 
reasoning behind the teaching practices of early childhood (EC) and early cliildhood special 
(ECS) educators. Research on teaching assumes that practice is greatly influenced by 
teacher thinking (Isenberg, 1990). The act of teaching is guided by thoughts, decisions, 
and judgments based on values and beliefs, as well as a knowledge base of content and 
teaching strategies. The challenge of this study was to gain access to this thinking and 
discover similarities and differences in how EC and ECS educators’ values, beliefs, and 
knowledge find expression in the ways they educate children with and without disabilities.
In the first section of this chapter, I identify the patterns that emerged from the data 
collected through the interviews. The data consist of transcriptions of the interviews 
conducted around the case studies as described in Chapter in. The quotations from the 
data are cited with the teacher’s number and the first, second, or third interview (EC-1-1, 
ECS-2-1, and so forth). For example, EC-1-1 refers to the first early childhood teacher 
interviewed about episode one of the case study. ECS-2-1 refers to the second early 
childhood special educator interviewed about episode one. This was done in pan so the 
agreement of confidentiality could be honored and specific responses could remain 
anonymous. In some cases the gender of the teacher was changed, so all identifiable 
features are masked. I have grouped the themes under three major categories: ^
Understanding of Children, Curriculum and Instruction, and Roles and Relationships of 
Adults. I will elaborate on the themes by describing the patterns I found in the data 
supporting each category and will discuss the similarities and differences that I discovered
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in how these EC an ECS educators think through teaching strategies and pedagogical 
issues. In the final section, I explain how the language of educators was perceived in the 
study.
Maior Themes and Patterns
Understanding o f Children
The research data revealed that the interviewed teachers had knowledge about child 
development and learning that informed their thinking and guided their decisions regarding 
practice. Teachers’ thinking that emerged in the data revolved around ages and stages of 
children, individual differences in children, developmental domains, and challenges of 
children with disabilities. I identified the frame of reference or the frame each teacher used 
(e.g., ages and stages or individual differences) when talking about children to determine 
their thinking as they explained their understanding of children.
Ages and stages. The age of the child or the developmental stage of the child was 
referred to frequently by teachers when describing the children and interpreting the 
situations portrayed in the case studies. Age was mentioned as helping teachers decide the 
size of a learning group, the length of time planned for an activity, the level of difficulty to 
expect, and variations made in instructions. Amount of peer interaction, type of play, and 
ability to follow directions were all mentioned in relation to the age of the child.
. . .  some of the children are not at that stage yet, so I wouldn’t insist that they
follow the rules. (EC-1 -1)
I can see that Hope’s cognitive skills are pretty advanced for her age. (ECS-4-1)
Exposing kids to the alphabet is fine, but I would not, with children this age, want
to put it on the wall. (EC-1-2)
Both the EC educators and ECS educators interviewed used ages and stages as a 
frame of reference when making decisions about their teaching. EC teachers, however, 
used age-related explanations five times more frequently than did ECS educators. Age or 
developmental stage was mentioned when EC teachers talked about curriculum, schedules, 
room arrangements, eating patterns, and general expectations of behavior. As I reread the 
interview data, I discovered discrepancies in the teachers’ expectations of abilities of
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children in particular age groups. For example, contrast the thoughts of the EC teacher
quoted above about following the rules and the different expectations expressed by ECS-2:
. . .  following the rules is important for games, and I think for children in this age 
group, they should be realizing that turn taking and rules are part of game playing. 
(ECS-2-1)
Another EC teacher was not sure whether a group of children this age should follow the 
rules or not:
Following the rules and turn taking might be important, and it might not. It just 
depends. Some days we might play it that way, some days we might change i t  I 
might have the children play in pairs or partners, so one child could help another. 
(EC-5-1)
Individual differences. Individual variations within age groups were also
acknowledged as important for teachers’ understanding of young children. EC-1 explained
her thinking when she spoke about setting goals for children:
An important part of teaching is knowing that not all three year olds start at the same 
place. I start out in the fall with a group of children who are three, or are just 
turning three. But I have a group of fourteen children. Some of them are totally 
toilet trained, some are in the process, and some are nowhere near being trained. 
They’re still in diapers. They may still be in diapers in May (laughs)! This of 
course has nothing to do with their cognitive skills, but I might have this same 
range with cognitive abilities as I do with physical abilities in a group of three year 
olds. (EC-1-1)
Recognition of individual differences within age groups was also noted in the 
response from ECS-4, when he described the typically developing 3 year olds in his 
classroom:
When you are looking at three year olds’ peers, there is a wide variety in threes. 
Some of the three year olds that we get are real ready to go and everything looks 
good, but then others are standoffish. (ECS-4-1)
Individual variations were also attributed to differences in gender, personality, and
experience when teachers made statements about understanding children’s behavior in the
case studies or in their own classrooms. A child’s interests or abilities in certain activities,
for example, were frequently attributed to gender
For some reason boys in my room just aren’t into art. I really have to work at 
finding ways to get them even near that area. (EC-5-1)
or to personality:
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. . .  Children have definite personalities that the teacher needs to be aware of, and 
the personality will influence how that child learns. Some will be real outgoing 
and real hands on, while another will be more passive and learn a lot by watching 
others. (EC-5-1)
ECS-1 attributed children’s choices during play time to experience:
Some of my children just have not had a lot of experience with games, so they 
won’t choose to play them. (ECS-1-1)
Another teacher thought personality differences might explain Louis’s reluctance in the case 
study to enter the play situation with his peers:
He may be waiting to be invited to play. Some children are like that. (ECS-4-1) 
Developmental domains. One of the basic principles of child development is that 
“domains of children’s development-physical, social, emotional and cognitive-are closely 
related. Development in one domain influences and is influenced by development in other 
domains” (Bredekamp & Copple, 1997, p. 10). Recognition of this principle by the EC 
teachers is found in interview data where the teachers discussed the goal setting process 
that was depicted in episode two of the case study (see Appendix A). Both EC and ECS 
educators talked about having very similar experiences with the process of goal setting and 
planning as described in the case study. Goals and objectives are written for discrete areas 
of development, and each specialist contributes his or her expertise to the specific domain. 
This procedure is part of the Individualized Educational Program (IEP) in which ECS 
educators are well trained. The statutory requirement regarding “educational performance” 
in IDEA (Individuals with Disabilities Education Act, 1991) implies the needs of preschool 
age children be described in the domains of physical, adaptive communication, social or 
emotional, and cognitive development as part of the statement on educational performance 
(Cook et al„ 1996). This procedure is accepted practice by ECS educators (ECS 
interviews, 1997).
EC teachers described this process as “breaking the child into bits and pieces”
(EC-1-2; EC-2-2; EC-3-2). Segmentation of development seems artificial arid incongruent 
with the thinking of the EC teachers.
We need to focus on every aspect of development, not just one area. (EC-1-2)
In integrated programs, EC teachers are typically asked at staff meeti ngs to
contribute to the social domain, in much the same manner as the EC teacher. Lynette, in the
case study was asked for more “stuff on social competency skills.” All of die EC teachers
interviewed identified this portrayal as “typical” but inappropriate.
Social skills arc not separate from other areas of development Head! Start may be a 
social competency-based program, but it doesn’t mean just social skills. It means 
physical, social, emotional and cognitive skills. They arc all interrelated. (EC-3-2)
The process of planning for children by setting goals and instructional objectives
for them in discrete areas of development as the IEP in special education requires is seen as
incompatible with the way the EC teachers understood young children and learning.
Special educators tend to be focused on goals that children are supposed to be able 
to achieve by [the special educators] naming the criteria that make them [the 
children] succeed.. . .  The goals are well intended but they don’t work with the 
way children are. (long pause) They don’t really fit into the way children (long 
pause). . .  the way they learn or the way they interact. (EC-2-1)
Social competency is not seen in isolation by the EC teachers, and when ECS educators ask
for input from the EC teachers on a child’s specific area of development, like social skills,
they are hesitant and sometimes unsure how to respond.
I tend to view the overall child. I might recognize that the child needs more help 
socially, or cognitively, but I won’t focus on working just on that area because then 
you don’t see the whole child-you only see a piece. (EC-1-2)
ECS educators are specifically trained to write behavioral objectives that state 
precisely what the teacher will do, when and what the learner will be saying or doing, and 
how well the learner must perform the task to demonstrate mastery (Cook et al., 1996).
This practice is inconsistent with the EC teachers’ ways of knowing and understanding 
children.
I’m not thinking about measurable growth when I think about a child. I’m thinking 
about what that child is interested in, where does he spend his time or her time, 
what does he or she like to talk about. Not how many times did they do such and 
such successfully. If they weren’t “successful” then that means they “failed.” I 
don’t think of children like that. (EC-1-2)
The challenges of children with disabilities. The importance of knowing individual 
children was a connecting pattern in the interview data of the EC teachers. Teaching 
decisions were described frequently as being based on knowing the individual child’s need, 
preference, learning style, or other unique characteristic. Understanding children with
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disabilities was explained the same way as understanding typically developing children. 
EC-4 explained her experience with a child who had multiple disabilities and was in a 
wheelchair:
We had this little boy who couldn’t even sit up; he couldn’t really do anything on
his own___ I would really just give him toys, like we do other kids [who need
help]. I would give him things to play with, because, of course, he couldn’t just 
take what he wanted. I would ask him, but he just didn’t always respond either. 
But there were certain things that he liked and you got to know that, just like the 
other children. (EC-4-3)
I asked her, “How did you get to know that?”
Just by being with him. I think you have to pay a lot more attention to their 
responses, to their facial expressions, to their body. He would use his body to 
respond or answer a question. (EC-4-3)
Another EC teacher explained:
I try as much as possible to be respectful and considerate of children’s 
individuality. All children have their own preferences about how they like to do 
things. (EC-3-1)
A connecting pattern in the interview data of the early childhood special educators 
was that children with disabilities are different from typically developing children. 
Although the ECS educators recognize that children have different interests, personalities, 
experiences, and age-related characteristics, their teaching decisions were based mainly 
on whether or not the child had a disability. The ECS educators saw children with 
disabilities as having specific characteristics that made them different from typically 
developing children.
. . .  Special education kids do not learn from their environm ent. . .  Children with 
disabilities are very uncomfortable in front of a group.. . .  Children with 
disabilities have a difficult time being creative . . .  they aren’t happy using creative 
materials. (ECS-1)
When I asked her to explain which disabilities she was referring to, she responded:
All of them. (ECS-1-1)
ECS-4 and ECS-5 suggested art was too difficult for children with disabilities. 
ECS-3 explained that she has learned over the years that children with disabilities need 
more structure and direct teaching in their early experiences with the “basic skills” for
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interacting with peers and for playing with toys in an “appropriate manner” to do well in 
subsequent years.
We found that play isn’t as natural as we had hoped. It doesn’t just come through 
osmosis. The skills come from direct teaching. (ECS-3-1)
Three of the ECS educators said that children with disabilities typically have trouble with
fine motor abilities, and all five ECS educators said that children with disabilities, unlike
typically developing children, do better in structured settings. Their reasoning behind this
contention varied from “inability to focus” and need for “repetition and drill” to “avoiding
hard work” and making “poor choices during free-play time.” I reread the passages in the
data where these statements had been made and where the frame of reference was the
Challenges of Children with Disabilities. When I asked them to give an example of a
particular child they were thinking of when they made the statements about the child with
the disability, the frame of reference was almost always a child with a severe disability.
They reflected on children with autism, pervasive developmental disorder, multiple
disabilities, major physical impairments, or mental impairments. ECS-1 ’s response quoted
above—“All of them”—when asked which children she was referring to was the only
response of that type. The data also revealed that individual differences were sometimes
used by ECS educators to categorize a child rather than offer more ways to understand a
child. References were made to “the passive child” or “the impulsive kid” or “the quiet
child” when individual differences were identified (ECS-3-2; ECS-5-2; ECS-4-2).
The EC teachers viewed children with disabilities as children with individual
differences.
We believe that all children have special needs and that you don’t just find out what 
a child with a disability’s needs are and work from there. All children have special 
needs. We’re looking for ways to know all the children so we can help each one in 
their own way. (EC-4-2)
EC-3 explained her views about finding children’s strengths and working from there:
We believe all children have special needs, and we work with them [all children] the 
same [way]. We start with their strengths and build to their maximum potential. 
Children with disabilities are the same as the other children in our room and deserve 
the same type of program. (EC-3-2)
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It is important to note that the data revealed that the ECS educators’ judgments and 
the decisions that they made were made without first explaining which disability they were 
imagining that the child might have. Statements revealed a plan of action or course of 
thinking without regard to the severity of the disability. It was only through probing that I 
was able to disclose which disability they were using for their reasoning.
Curriculum and Instruction
The second major theme that emerged from the interview data was the similarities 
and differences in educators’ thinking about curriculum construction and instructional 
strategies. The patterns that ran through this category were clustered around play, the 
environment, and modes of teaching.
Plav. Play is the heart of the early childhood curriculum. Although the causal 
conditions between play and specific domains of child development are not completely 
understood, play is seen as an opportunity for children to construct new relationships and 
knowledge through their active involvement with objects and people (Johnson, Christie, & 
Yawkey, 1987). Both EC and ECS educators thought play was a basic part of the 
curriculum for young children. Most of the teachers talked about play as being an 
important context for learning. “Children learn through play” was stated by several of the 
teachers. When I asked how the teachers in the case study could best support the growth 
and learning of Hope (the child with a disability in the case study), the majority of teachers 
talked about the need to get her playing and interacting with other children. One ECS 
educator suggested that Hope needed another hearing impaired child with whom to play 
and “sign.”
The amount of time the teacher thought was important for play (free-play, 
play-rime, free-choice time) varied, but the majority of the EC teachers felt the 90 minute 
play period described in the case study was “terrific.”
Children need large blocks of time to play and explore and try things out. (EC-3-1)
The EC teachers’ schedules in their own classrooms allowed at least 60 minutes for play. 
One teacher (EC-5) in a full day child care program scheduled two and one half hours of 
free-choice (playing and center time) every morning.
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The ECS educators described the 90 minute play period as “too long” and “loosely 
structured.” One ECS educator described free-play as “free-for-all” (ECS-5-2).
Why would you have all these wonderful materials and just let children choose?
(ECS-5-1)
The majority of the ECS educators thought that a 30 minute free period provided plenty of 
time to play. They believed that after 30 minutes children’s behaviors become 
“inappropriate” (ECS-3-1; ECS-4-1; ECS-5-1).
Thirty minutes is a long time to be making choices for yourself and trying to
behaviorally stay appropriate. (ECS-4-1)
ECS-3 explained that children with disabilities may not have the language, social, 
or coping skills needed to benefit from play:
We want to see gains, so we may have to give them the skills to help with the
interaction and to foster cooperation. (ECS-3-2)
The ECS teachers explained that they were watching for “purposeful play” or for children 
who were “purposefully engaged” when thinking about children learning from play. All 
the ECS educators saw children with disabilities as needing more direct teaching and less 
free-play time. The length of free-play periods suggested by the ECS educators 
interviewed ranged from a minimum of 20 minutes to a maximum of 45 minutes.
Environment. The act of teaching within a pedagogy of play is primarily a process 
of facilitating a responsive environment (Kaufman, 1980). During the interviews the 
participants were given a copy of a sketch of the classroom (see Appendix D) where 
episode one o f the case study occurred. The teachers were asked to react to the 
environment by describing similarities with or differences from their own classrooms or in 
classrooms where they had worked. The EC teachers considered the classroom in detail 
and saw the environment as multidimensional. They described their thinking regarding the 
centers and their locations, the materials and equipment, the diversity of the group of 
children who would play with one another, the amount of space designated for different 
activities, and the types of emotions children need to be able to experience.
It doesn’t seem to have enough materials. I ’d like to see a lot more things for the
children to manipulate and explore. (EC-5-1)
I’d like to see more books described so I know there is a variety. (EC-1-1)
I don’t think the teachers are taking advantage of the outside environment.
(EC-3-1)
I like the idea of a discovery center. You could do a lot with that! (EC-4-1)
An environment should be set up so when children enter an area they get a sense of 
focus. (EC-3-1)
I keep wondering if the children can take the materials from one area to another, that 
is really important to me. The children need to be deciding how things will be 
used. (EC-3-1)
The room seems to have one side with imaginative and dramatic play, more 
open-ended type of play areas, and the other side has the quieter, sensory, 
exploring type of activities. (EC-2-1)
There is no sand or water table in this classroom! That is a must.. . .  and a clay 
center, or a play dough area where children can have emotional release. (EC-3-1)
The diversity of this group in ages, ethnic background and abilities [in this 
environment] helps children so much because they leam so much from each other 
and from each other’s experiences. (EC-5-1)
When the classroom sketch was shown to the ECS educators, their thoughts were
first about the need for more space for large group times and the need for fewer
distractions. Thoughts about the classroom environment in general were fewer and
narrower in perspective than the EC teachers’ thoughts.
I want space where I can have the kids all together. I like to do structured group 
activities. (ECS-5-1)
This room is too stimulating. I’d eliminate some of the centers so there are fewer 
distractions. (ECS-1-1)
Two of the five ECS teachers judged the environment as being similar to their own
experiences but had little to say about i t  Responses were:
Things look appropriate. It gives the children the freedom to move about.
(ECS-1-1)
This looks very similar to EC and ECS educators’ classrooms. They both have 
house areas where you can act out things they are doing at home. (ECS-4-1)
Modes of teaching. A primary tenet of early childhood education is its focus on 
social-emotional growth and the child’s construction of knowledge (Bredekamp & Copple, 
1997). The child’s experiences become the basis of the curriculum, and the goals of 
problem solving and socialization are emphasized. The early childhood teachers’ decisions
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revolved around planning for those experiences to occur and finding the best methods to 
facilitate interaction and learning for each child. The EC teachers spoke about goals as 
being the same for each child, but the strategies they used to meet the goals as being very 
different.
I have the same goal for all children. I want them to feel comfortable with 
themselves in their environment and to feel that they have choices and
opportunities___ If their self esteem and feeling about themselves are good, they
can walk into a new situation and handle i t  (EC-1-1)
She goes on to explain, however, that this varies with individual children:
I have a different way of meeting that goal with each child. They all have their own 
way of needing my help. (EC-1-1)
Another teacher approached teaching the same way:
I have the same goal for all children and that is to maximize their potential. Where 
you start is where their individual strengths are. (EC-3-1)
The interviews indicated that EC teachers view their responsibility as needing to know the
interests, needs, abilities, and learning styles of each child and building an educational
program from there. Strategies varied from modeling, to stepping back and watching, to
direct teaching such as reading stories or demonstrating how two children might solve a
sharing problem or how a new piece of equipment might work. Expecting children to
learn from other children was a frequent strategy mentioned. Teachers also talked about
needing to watch for “teachable moments” (EC-4-1; EC-5-1). These are opportunities to
expand on the child’s interest or curiosity about something.
Another commonality in the thinking of the EC teachers was that they accept
children with their unique abilities and allow children to learn at their own rate. EC-1
stated:
We accept children where they are, not judging whether it is good or bad, but “this 
is where I am! I may be at this stage for two weeks, or maybe two months.” That 
pan doesn’t matter. My job as a teacher means knowing that child, and where he is 
at, so I can provide the appropriate types of experiences or materials to promote 
growth. (EC-1-1)
All of the EC teachers expressed thoughts about their techniques to collect and 
document information on each child for decisions for planning and instruction.
Observation notes, anecdotal records, use of portfolios, checklists, and descriptive reviews
were all mentioned as methods teachers use to gather information to use in their teaching.
Curriculum decisions primarily come from the children’s interests and levels of
development The teachers used phrases such as “emerging curriculum,” “webbed
curriculum,” “emerging abilities,” as well as “themes approach” to describe the basis to
their curriculum planning. The EC teachers described their role as being responsive to the
child. The teacher “follows the child’s lead in learning,” “plans activities from the child’s
interest” and “enriches children’s play through the environment”
If children are interested in an idea, we go with that. I try to keep very close tabs 
on what the children are interested in and try to make changes for those interests 
and build on those interests. (EC-5-1)
We set the environment up and hope that the play is good . . .  rather than planning a 
specific activity, or a set activity. (EC-4-2)
EC-3 explained her thinking about the stage area that was described as part of the
classroom environment in the first episode of the case study:
I don’t think it belongs in the classroom unless the children had built it or unless the 
children had recently been to a play, say like Winnie the Pooh, and they had seen 
things happen on the stage. Well then, you see, that would be following where 
the children had been. (EC-3-1)
The EC teachers expressed concern that children have opportunities to solve 
problems and make decisions. Giving children a choice was a common focus in early 
childhood teachers’ thinking. Unless a child’s safety or damage to property was involved, 
the teachers wanted children making choices about their learning and involvement in 
classroom activities. All of the teachers commented on Hope’s need to be able to make 
decisions for herself.
I do not like the way these teachers are making choices for Hope. She needs to 
decide for herself if she wants a feather in her headband! (EC-4-1)
EC-1 explained the use of this principle in her own classroom:
Right now I’m dealing with a child who is four but is not one bit interested in circle 
time activities. My feeling, for all the children in our classroom, is if it’s not 
interesting enough to hold them and they’re not distracting the rest of ihe group, it 
doesn’t bother me if they wander away and quietly go work a puzzle or quietly go 
do something else. Circle time will still continue if all twelve aren’t sitting in the 
circle. (EC-1-1)
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None of the EC teachers felt that children had to participate in group time.
They always have the choice to not participate. (EC-2-1)
As long as the child did not disturb the rest of the group, choosing an alternative way to 
spend time was acceptable. One EC teacher has eliminated large group times from her 
schedule completely.
Large group time is one of those kindergarten routines that has been pushed down 
into our preschool curriculums. I used to always do it, but it never felt right. I 
finally got up enough self confidence to eliminate it, and things feel so much better 
now. (EC-3-1)
The EC teachers did not bring the topic of kindergarten readiness up in the 
interview sessions until I asked specific questions about i t  All of the EC teachers, after my 
probing, discussed strategies for helping families prepare for the movement into 
kindergarten that they currently implement. Field trips to the children’s schools, parent 
education nights with panels of kindergarten teachers, and parent conferences to ease 
transition anxiety were the strategies the EC teachers talked about in the interviews 
(EC-1-3; EC-3-3; EC-5-3). When I asked the EC teachers about getting the child in the 
case study, Hope, ready for kindergarten, the teachers shared thoughts around positive 
self-esteem, the ability to make good decisions, and the ability to make friends (EC-2-3;
EC-3-3; EC-4-3). Several of the EC teachers felt that an interest in books and writing 
letters was important, and they reported emphasizing this to parents in their own programs 
in hopes that they would read more to their child.
The early childhood special educators talked about teaching and learning in very 
different terms than did the early childhood teachers. An individualized education program 
(IEP) is required for every child receiving special education services. The written plan 
includes a child’s present level of functioning, specific areas that need special services, 
annual goals, short-term objectives, services to be provided, and the method of evaluation 
to be implemented (Cook et al., 1996). The written goals and objectives state skills that are 
most needed based on assessment of a child’s level of achievement Special education 
teachers are responsible for implementing the IEP, so these plans are incorporated into the 
instructional plans that teachers develop. These typically encompass the complete 
curriculum (Cook et al., 1996). The interview data revealed that teaching decisions about
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what to teach do extend beyond this document; however, all of the ECS educators
identified their own approach to planning with the theme method that was described in the
case study, and all of them described their own schedules as providing children with
opportunities to play with their peers, to be in large and small groups, as well as to receive
the additional services (e.g., occupational therapy, physical therapy, etc.).
We really like to lean to a well-rounded type of curriculum, rather than just 
emphasizing certain things. (ECS-2-1)
Planning decisions were typically made a month in advance by the special education
teachers and therapists who developed activities based on the IEP documents and the
selected theme. The majority of ECS educators suggested that Lynette and Ryan, the EC
teachers in the case study, inform the ECS educators a month in advance about what the
theme would be, and then the ECS educators could adapt plans so Hope could be more
involved with the classroom activities and they could develop lessons around the theme that
“target” Hope’s goals and objectives. One of the teachers felt the IEP was really not useful
for planning, but she found the process of developing it helpful:
. . .  it is a good opportunity to really take some time to think about that child and 
what that child’s needs are. (ECS-3-2)
ECS-4, however, based most of his decisions on whether the action was pan: of the child’s
IEP. I asked him if he would choose a partner for Hope for the walk.
If it was on her IEP I would. If social interactions was one of the objectives, sure. 
I’d make sure she walked with a peer. (EC-4-2)
In addition to the skills listed on the IEP, ECS educators also think about 
“functional skills,” “survival skills,” “kindergarten-readiness skills,” and “coping skills” 
when planning for children. According to the majority of the ECS educators interviewed, 
typically developing children learn these skills naturally, but children with disabilities are 
frequently missing them.
A lot of special needs kids have attention difficulties, even if it isn’t their primary 
concern. I see a lot of attention difficulties with all the speech and language delays, 
and for these kids, it’s easier simply not to engage, or not to say it. For some of 
them it’s environmental. It’s been a little too chaotic or there has not been 
stimulation. (ECS-1-1)
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The skills are taught with an instructional or direct teaching approach so the teachers are
confident that learning is occurring. These are skills the teacher has identified as ones the
child will need in order to be successful in his or her future environment. They used the
words “push” and “pull” frequently when they described teaching children these skills.
“You a in ’t just leave this to chance” (ECS-5-1).
I need to really target those skills with regularity. I find if I do it in a repetitive 
manner, in group time that is twenty minutes long, but fun, then I know he’s 
experiencing it. I target colors, shapes, numbers and reasoning. I think it’s harder 
to do when you are counting on the environment or counting on it happening in 
free-play. I certainly try to reinforce it there, but I still think I need to target it at 
group time. (ECS-1-1)
The kindergarten environment was a consideration for the planning of all the ECS 
educators. Transition planning, a procedure to help a child move from one program to 
another, is federally mandated for children with disabilities moving into preschools 
(Individuals with Disabilities Education Act, 1991). Although there is no statutory 
requirement covering movement from preschool programs to K-12 programs, the EEP has 
to be in place prior to the beginning of a school year (Bowe, 1995). Movement from one 
environment to another is significant for children and families, so transition planning is part 
of the ECS educators’ responsibilities. All of the ECS educators interviewed had identified 
skills that would increase the likelihood of successful adjustment in kindergarten 
classrooms.
When special needs kids go into that kindergarten environment, I want them to 
succeed. So I want to push kids as much as I can, in a fun way. I want them to get 
as many of the skills as they can to fit it, because if you can’t count, if you don’t 
have attention skills, if you can’t be understood, you will not have a successful 
inclusive experience. (ECS-1 -1)
Skills that were thought needed for kindergarten readiness varied. Some of the teachers did 
not feel pre-academics were appropriate content. The other skills identified were 
cooperation, attention, self-help skills, and communication. Kindergarten teachers in the 
school districts of these ECS educators were consulted regarding which skills to teach.
ECS educators who included pre-academics as kindergarten readiness reported 
kindergarten teachers having this perspective. All of the teachers expressed the need to 
collaborate with the kindergarten teachers in order to assure success for the child with the
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disability. The attitude of the kindergarten teachers toward the preschool program was 
mentioned by several of the teachers as being critical for the child’s success the following 
year (ECS-1-2; ECS-3-2; ECS-5-2).
Dispositions that teachers think are important for children also become pan of their 
planning. When discussing Hope in the case study, one of the teachers commented:
Hope is one of those kids th:it doesn’t have enough spontaneity. (ECS-5-2)
I asked her how she would teach spontaneity.
I would first use a direct teaching approach. I would make sure that she is aware of 
what’s in the environment, not just the visual arrangement or the room, but taking 
toys out and showing her what they are and demonstrating how the toys could be 
used. I would present two or three toys and have her choose one. Then you can 
see that she is choosing rather than trusting the chance that it’s going to occur. 
(ECS-5-2)
The procedure of “limiting choices” was a common pattern found in the ECS
educators’ thoughts around instructing. Several teachers described it as “giving them a
choice, but really not giving them a choice” (EC-1; EC-3; EC-4; EC-5). Skills that the
teacher wants to make sure the children practice are incorporated into “stations,” and the
children rotate in small groups and participate in the activities that are set up at the stations.
This way we make sure that the children practice their cutting skills or turn taking or 
following direction, or whatever. (EC-4-2)
This same procedure is used to make sure children play in certain areas of a classroom that 
they may choose to avoid during free-play. The teacher decides which centers are “open” 
(can be played in), and the children choose among those two or three areas. Teachers 
spoke about using “limited choices” to make sure particular children play with other 
particular children and to make sure children do not spend too much time in one area of the 
classroom.
Large group times (circle times) are times that ECS educators think that children
should not have a choice about. Children must participate because they are taught how to
become pan of a group (EC-1-1; EC-3-1; EC-4-1; EC-5-1). I asked ECS-3, “Is it
necessary that all children participate in circle time?”
Sometimes we need to push (ECS-3 emphasis added) a little bit. If they [the 
children] are fighting participation, for example, in circle time, we push 
participation gradually. Imposing limits on him with physical restraint, maybe a
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chair with a seatbelt, but at the same time give him positive strokes by massaging 
shoulders, or stroking arms. We should always be watching for cues that he needs 
a break. The expectation of participation is gradually increased. (EC-3-2)
Thus, significant differences exist between EC and ECS educators regarding
teaching practices and environments. Not surprisingly, these differences were reflected in
their views of one another and in their relationships with one another.
Roles and Relationships of Adults
The third theme that emerged from the interview data is that EC and ECS educators’
views of their own and of one another’s roles affect how they work and interact with one
another in integrated classrooms. There were four patterns that appeared consistently
throughout the data: competitive image, expert teachers, conflicting notions, and
devaluation of early childhood education by public schools.
Competitive image. EC educators describe a sense of competition for time that
exists among special educators (EC-1-1; EC-2-2; EC-4-3) who work in integrated
classrooms. The specialists who come into the classroom to work with a child with a
disability come at a time that is convenient for their own schedules (EC-1-2; EC-2-2;
EC-3-3; EC-4-3; EC-5-2). This may not be the most appropriate time for the child’s
schedule, and it may conflict with the time another specialist is in the room. It is not
uncommon to have more than one specialist in a preschool classroom at the same time. The
case study written for this research describes three special educators in the classroom at the
same time with Hope. The EC teacher and her assistant were also present. All of the
teachers reported this portrayal as “very typical.”
It is not unusual at all to find two, three or sometimes even four therapists in the 
room at the same time, all wanting to work with the same child. (EC-1-3;
ECS-3-2)
EC educators see the special educators as competing for the child’s time, rather than 
cooperating or respecting the expertise of one another (EC-1-1; EC-2-2). Each specialist 
has specific tasks planned related to a particular skill area, and each teacher has only a small 
amount of time to spend in each classroom. The child with a disability becomes the focus 
of several teachers at one time, and each has a separate goal in mind and a limited amount 
of time with which to work. This is viewed as a noncooperative relationship by the EC
educators and is further seen as very disruptive to the child’s play and as unhealthy for his 
or her development All the ECS educators were very critical of this practice also and 
attributed Hope’s dependency or passive behavior to special education teachers making too 
many requests of her and eliminating her ability or confidence to make decisions for 
herself. Several educators described this as a very common occurrence and one that 
necessitated their having to teach the child self-initiation, independent decision making, and 
self-confidence.
These teachers have become Hope’s crutch. It is so common. They’ve [children 
with disabilities] been programmed to wait for the cue to do anything. Then simple 
tasks, like turning on the water, or washing your hands, you have to reteach them 
to do those things by themselves. (ECS-1-1)
Kids who receive services for a long time become very passive and don’t realize 
they have choices. (ECS-4-1)
ECS educators describe this competition that EC teachers sense as “turf issues” 
(ECS-1-2; ECS-2-2; ECS-3-3; ECS-4-3; ECS-5-2). Special education teachers are very 
reluctant to allow someone else to work in their area of expertise. As ECS-5 said with a 
sarcastic tone:
We guard our turf pretty protectively. We’re not going to let another teacher be 
responsible for our areas. We want to see things firsthand, because we are the 
experts, and we’re not about to trust that to someone else. (ECS-5-3)
This adversarial relationship was also revealed when an ECS educator characterized the
process of developing goals for an IEP:
I may have communication goals for my students, but I have to stick with the 
academic section on the document or the speech therapist will be upset that I wrote 
(ECS-5 emphasis added) something in her section Oaughs)! (ECS-5-3)
Another ECS described it this way:
I think you get a real feeling of ownership with these kids and they ( special 
education teachers) really (ECS-1 emphasis added) defend their turf. (ECS-1-3)
Collaboration was seen as “very difficult because the turf issues can really get in the way”
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(ECS-5-3).
Expen teachers. Both EC and ECS educators view the special educator as an 
“expen” who should know what is best for the child with disabilities. The role of the 
expert becomes an issue of control for some special educators. The phrase “my kids” was
used consistently by most of the ECS educators when they spoke about the children they 
taught.
I think you get so emotionally involved with your kids because of the small 
adult-child ratio and because you understand all of the child’s needs and 
development, and you have to help to figure out what is going to be the best thing 
for that child. You just almost, in your mind, become their savior (nervous laugh). 
Then it becomes a control issue. It’s just like in the case study. Hope is ours 
(referring to the special educators), and we know what is best for her, and we need 
to be in control of what happens with her. (ECS-1-1)
That ECS educators’ work involves going into the home and working closely with the
family was another factor that several ECS educators attributed to their attachment to the
child. ECS-1 confided that this feeling of ownership sometimes becomes an obstacle, even
with parents, if the parents do not have the same goals as the teacher (ECS-1-3).
The ECS educators shared the heavy responsibility that being the “expert” brings
with it. The field of special education has changed so much over the last decade that it is a
struggle for the teachers to stay abreast with all the changes and developments. They are
not always sure what is best for the child, and that worries them.
We’re always grasping at straws to know what’s best. (ECS-2-3)
You always feel so inadequate when you’re in special education. The changes are 
just unbelievable. I feel like I don’t know anything anymore. I feel frustrated and 
sad. (ECS-1-3)
I get so frustrated at having to know everything . . .  and I can’t possibly know 
everything, but I feel like I should. (ECS-5-3)
Early childhood educators struggle with knowing how to fit into this relationship. 
They typically do not understand a lot of the terminology used by special educators to 
describe children’s development or a kind of therapy or behavior that is labeled in a 
particular way.
Sometimes I don’t even know what they are talking about (EC-2-1)
The feelings of intimidation and inadequacy are common. EC educators view themselves
as untrained in special education and needing to defer to special educators, even if they do
not agree with the teacher’s approach to the child.
I just love to watch the therapist work with the child because I can learn so much. I 
haven’t had any training in physical therapy, so I feel I can leam a lot by watching
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how she does things. I wouldn’t necessarily do things the same way, but it’s just a 
learning experience. (EC-3-2)
Some EC teachers divulged the fear they feel when a new child with a disability comes into 
their group (EC-2; EC-3; EC-4).
This has changed over the years, but I used to be pretty afraid or scared of children 
with disabilities. You know, not really knowing what is wrong and what could 
happen with them in your room. (EC-4-3)
ECS educators sometimes have this same fear, but keep it hidden.
There are times when I’m afraid, particularly if there are medical complications, but 
I just jump in and do i t  (ECS-5-2)
The image of an educational hierarchy impedes effective communicati on and 
collaboration. These feelings of inadequacy, fear, and disparity are generally unspoken 
and hinder the relationship among teachers.
Conflicting notions. The majority of the ECS educators stated that EC teachers 
generally do not show an interest in working with children with disabilities; they ignore the 
children when they are in their classroom, and they feel that children with disabilities take 
too much time away from the other children (ECS-1; ECS-3; ECS-4; ECS-5). The ECS 
educators described EC teachers as apathetic or bored at the IEP meetings and as unwilling 
to accept their share of the responsibility for the education of the child with disabilities who 
is placed in their room. When interpreting Lynette’s behavior, the EC teacher in the case 
study, the ECS educators characterized her in the first and second episodes as “uninterested 
in Hope.”
I think Lynette is thinking, she’s [Hope’s] not really mine to have to deal with. 
(ECS-4-1)
Another ECS educator explained that she felt:
[just because]. . .  Lynette had accepted Hope into the child care center, they were 
calling it an inclusionary program. You have special education people coming in 
and out, so it appears that inclusion is occurring. But Lynette doesn’t have the 
feeling of ownership. She is giving the bulk of the responsibility to Maggie, or to 
one of the other special education people. (ECS-5-3)
In fact, in the first case study, Lynette did not interact with Hope, but she did have 
conversations with the other children in the room. This was interpreted as a sign of 
“avoidance” and an indication of her being “uninterested” in Hope (ECS-1-1). The ECS
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educators connected this characterization to their own experiences with community 
placements.
There just isn’t the feeling that the child is part o f the group, with so many of the 
community settings we’ve used. (ECS-3-1)
EC teachers interpreted Lynette’s behaviors in a very different way and related it to
the feelings they have with the children in their own classroom.
Lynette is staying away from Hope [in episode one] because the special educators 
are there. They are the experts, and they only have a certain amount of time to 
spend with her. There are three teachers over there already. The las:: thing Hope 
needs is another teacher wanting her to perform. (EC-5-1)
Some of the EC teachers thought Lynette’s choice of staying away from Ho]>e was a 
teaching strategy to allow her to make decisions for herself. Others conveyed frustration 
with the idea of treating a child differently. Several felt that the direct teaching approach 
used by so many special educators makes a child’s disability stand out. The other children 
in the group come to see the child as “incapable” and very different from themselves 
(EC-1-1; EC-2-1).
Another conflicting notion is that EC educators feel that ECS educators are unaware 
of how well they, the early childhood educators, know the children in their classroom. At 
IEP meetings, the EC teachers are typically asked if they have anything else to add at the 
end of a meeting, or they may be asked to add information when the topics of 
social-emotional skills or group interaction skills appear. The EC teachers are insulted by 
this.
They’re not really interested in our opinion. (EC-2-2)
They ask, but they’re just being courteous. (EC-3-2)
And, in fact, one ECS educator did reveal this opinion:
I think that sometimes, we as special educators, and I include myself in that, I think 
we ask for input, but don’t really want it. We know where we want this child to be 
in a year, so we don’t really want to hear what someone else has to say about it. 
(ECS-4-2)
On the other hand, when ECS educators were asked whether EC teachers such as Lynette 
know more than just the social development of the child the response was always 
“definitely!”
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They [EC teachers] know the kid a lot better than we do. They’re with her 
everyday, sometimes all day. (ECS-3-2)
She [Lynctte] knows about every skill area. She isn’t offering anything because 
she doesn't think she has anything to offer. But the teachers I ’ve worked with in 
regular education settings know those kids better than I do. I ’ll come in with this 
idea about something and I’ll say, “Well, what about it?*’ And they’ll say, “Well, 
you know, she really can already do that.” “Oh” (surprise in voice, then laughs)! 
(ECS-1-2)
The interview data revealed that the EEP process is what interferes with the sharing of 
information and contributes to mutual misunderstanding. The IEP process is viewed by all 
the teachers as belonging to the ECS educators. Some of the EC teachers do not attend IEP 
meetings because the head teacher in the room attends or the director of the program might 
attend. One EC teacher could not even remember the name of the document:
What’s that thing called, that comes with the children-----(EC-5-3)
As explained in the earlier section on Understanding of Children, EC teachers do not think 
of children in separate areas of development, so they typically do not participate actively in 
this process even if they are at the meetings. Feelings of inferiority may also contribute to 
the lack of participation. Also, special educators are legally responsible for the IEP process 
and therefore do want to control it. Special educators’ legal responsibility gives the false 
notion that the child’s education is their responsibility alone and that they disregard the 
educational programming that EC teachers provide. The data revealed that special 
educators do not disregard EC educators’ programming. By the same token, ECS 
educators do not always demonstrate very much respect for what their EC counterparts do.
The notion that EC teachers leave learning to chance appeared in the data from three 
of the ECS educators (ECS-1; ECS-4; ECS-5). They characterized EC teachers as 
“trusting” learning will just happen. All three of these teachers wanted Lyne tte in the case 
study, as well as the teachers in the community programs in which they had worked, to 
take a more active role in teaching. All three of these teachers gave very teacher-directed 
suggestions on things like how to teach Hope to play, to develop spontaneity, and to 
initiate interactions.
I do think that kids [with disabilities] need to be taught ways to interact with toys 
and how to use their free-play t ime. . . .  In the community settings we’ve used, the 
regular educators set up the environment and then they take a step back. (ECS-5-1)
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The constructivist approach to education is in conflict with their understanding of 
“teaching.” As I described in the previous section, Modes of Teaching, the practices of EC 
teachers have a strong and consistent philosophical base. The inability o f ECS and EC 
educators to fully understand and appreciate each other’s philosophical base lies at the heart 
of many of their differences.
Devaluation of early childhood education bv public schools. Teachers in both fields
are dispirited by the lack of deference shown toward their professional opinions by the
teachers and administrators in public schools.
I think we get the message a lot, that what we see and what we know about young 
children isn’t real credible. (ECS-3-3)
Principals, elementary teachers, and school psychologists were all mentioned as ignoring 
their judgments, diagnoses of children’s abilities, and suggestions for placements. Many 
teachers still view preschool teaching as “playing with children” and do not see the 
worthiness of the program.
They look at our kids, and say, “Aren’t they cute.” They don’t look at it as 
learning, they just look at it as play. It’s very frustrating. (ECS-2-3)
The EC teachers see the discrepancy in credibility among teachers who teach in a school
building and teachers who work outside of the building (EC-2; EC-5). The teachers inside
the building are perceived by administrators as:
[more knowledgeable and] their way is the right way. If you teach outside the 
building [in a preschool setting] you’re viewed as not being as important. “Oh, 
you’re just a preschool teacher.” You’re just not as important, especially if you’re 
childcare! (EC-2-3)
I get so angry when I have made referrals, and someone comes in and observes the 
child for fifteen minutes, and says, “I have not seen any of the things you have 
documented. This child is fine,” and he walks away, and it’s over! 'Riey see a 
piece of the child, and you know the whole child, btxause he’s been in your room 
all year, b u t . . .  they’re public schools and you’re not. (EC-5-3)
As the foregoing indicates, there are not only substantial differences between the 
thinking of EC and ECS educators, but also between the two, collectively, and public 
school professionals. On all sides there is distrust, insecurity, self-righteousness, and 
territoriality. These realities impede their cooperation, though they hardly prevent iq they 
also impede the fullest development of the potential of children with special needs.
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Ungiagcgf Practice
The second and third questions guiding this study were (a) what differences and 
similarities exist in the language educators use to interpret situations and think: through 
practices? and (b) where differences do exist in language and reasoning, what might be the 
implications of those differences for practice and for collaboration? The patterns that 
characterize the language of the educators in this study revealed that teachers’ language and 
thought cannot be considered separately. Language is intricately related to the thought and 
action of teachers. Teachers use language to express their thoughts and exphtin their 
actions. However, the common language of EC and ECS educators obscures the reality 
that the same words and terms mean different things to them and elicit different 
understandings and responses from them. These differences may be at the heart of 
communication difficulties and may be an invisible barrier to full collaboration. The 
teachers’ words that represented patterns of thinking and the actions that have been 
described in the previous sections of this chapter will be discussed fully in Chapter V with 
the interpretation of results.
CHAPTER V
INTERPRETATION OF RESULTS, RECOMMENDATIONS,
AND IMPLICATIONS FOR RESEARCH
This is a study of the thinking and reasoning underlying the teaching practices of 10 
early childhood and early childhood special educators. It provides an opportunity to better 
understand the nature o f teaching in integrated classrooms by understanding the 
knowledge, beliefs, and thoughts that inform practices of individual teacher;. The thinking 
of 10 teachers was studied as the teachers were interviewed about situations in integrated 
classrooms and as they reflected on their own teaching of children with and without 
disabilities.
As those who care about the education of young children attempt to leant how best 
to support inclusion, it is important to better understand how teachers interpret and make 
meaning of the situations they encounter in their work with children and colleagues. 
Without this understanding, collaboration will be difficult and efforts to provide integrated 
classrooms in which the quality of the educational experience is exemplary for all children 
may be misplaced. Although the study has disclosed only a small portion of the thinking 
and knowledge of 10 teachers, it provides a view of the complexities involved in the 
teaching processes in integrated settings.
Three questions guided this study:
1. How do EC and ECS educators reason and think through issues of practice in 
integrated classrooms?
2. What differences and similarities exist in the language educators use to interpret 
situations and think through practices?
3. Where differences do exist in language and reasoning, what might be the 
implications of those differences for practice and for collaboration?
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Ten teachers, five early childhood and five early childhood special educators, were 
the subjects of this interpretive study. Each teacher was interviewed three times. The 
interviews were conducted around a case study that was written specifically for this 
research. The case study had three episodes, each describing common incidents and 
dilemmas found in integrated preschool classrooms. For each interview the teacher 
discussed an episode of the case study and explained how he or she interpreted and 
reasoned about the situations and characters portrayed in the story. The interviews were 
taped and transcribed. Qualitative methods of interpretation of the transcripts were used, as 
I looked for themes, patterns, and key linkages to provide an understanding of the thinking 
and reasoning that the teachers used to guide their practices. In this chapter, I explain my 
interpretation of the results of the investigation and summarize and discuss the findings. In 
the second section of the chapter, I suggest recommendations for addressing the issues of 
practice that this study raised and propose implications for further research.
Interpretation of Results
The results of this study suggest that teacher thinking in integrated classrooms may 
be based on understandings of children, understanding of curriculum and instruction, and 
perspectives on the roles of adults. Strong philosophical differences in knowledge, beliefs, 
and values that these teachers used to guide their practices were apparent in the data. These 
differences were reflected in the language used by the teachers to describe their thoughts 
and explain their reasoning and intentions behind practices. Differences in language and 
reasoning revealed conflicting views on the quality of sameness in children, the meaning of 
choice in teaching, the use of plav in curriculum, the understanding of space for teaching, 
and the role of experts. Differences in the language of practice uncovered 
misunderstandings and disparities among the teachers which may make collaborative 
relationships difficult in integrated settings.
In the following section I will discuss my interpretation of each of these differences 
in language and thought and explain how these differences may affect collaborative 
relationships among teachers.
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Understanding of Sameness
One of the major differences in thinking is the manner in which the KC teachers 
talked about children all having the same needs and the ECS educators talked about children 
with disabilities as having individual needs. The EC teachers stated children “all have 
special needs”; children with disabilities are the “same as the other children in our room”; 
and we have the “same goals for all children.” The sameness that the EC teachers spoke 
about represents the recognition in the EC teachers’ minds that all children have the ability 
to “maximize their potential” (EC-3-1) or to “feel good about themselves” (EC-1-1). 
According to the EC educators, these broad goals are met internally by children deciding 
for themselves how to reach their potential and what makes them feel good about 
themselves. Every child has his or her own way of reaching the broad goals. Individual 
roads to these goals are constructed—and sometimes detour—around the individual child’s 
interests, abilities, passions, desires, accomplishments, and defeats. As many of the EC 
teachers expressed, how the child gets to the goal is as important as reaching the goal.
If done in the context of classroom activities, with peers, much more than you ever
expected will come from this goal. (EC-3-2)
The teacher’s role is to urge the child along as he or she meanders down his or her own 
road of learning—experiencing the world, organizing, reorganizing, acting, sorting, 
constructing, and reconstructing knowledge. The EC educators want all learners to go 
down this road. How fast a child goes down the road does not matter, nor does the 
number of turns, detours, hills, or curves the child encounters. What does matter is that 
the child discovers a strong sense of “self’- o f  who he or she is—and an internal desire to 
continue learning. The teacher’s job is to know the individual child and to build an 
environment for all the roads that may exist in a classroom of young learners heading 
toward a positive autonomous sense of self. The challenge of the teacher is to see all 
children in as full and complete a way as possible and to appreciate and respect the internal 
nature of the learning process. The EC teachers spoke of all the techniques they use to 
collect and document information on individual children (e.g., observation notes, anecdotal 
records, portfolios, checklists, descriptive reviews) in order to fulfill their fundamental
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responsibility of knowing the individual child so the right context for learning could be 
created for each child to meet the same goal in an individual way.
The ECS educators talked about children with disabilities as children who need 
individual instruction. These ECS educators believed that emphasis placed by EC 
educators on sameness sometimes served as a means of “avoiding responsibility for the 
children with disabilities” (ECS-5-1). The ECS educators understood the external nature of 
learning and saw their role as assuring the child’s behaviors matched the indicators for 
learning. According to the ECS educators, their practices require individualized educational 
programs which list goals and objectives in discrete areas o f development for the child to 
master. The teacher’s role is to target specific areas to indicate effort has been made in 
attaining a particular skill. An overall goal ECS-3-2 had for Hope, the child with a 
disability in the case study, was “expressive language,” and a specific objective was “three 
or four word utterances twice a day.” The individual particular goals and objectives for 
each child are set by others and are thus external to the child. Special educators determine 
what is important in educating and learning, and they measure results in tasks that are 
unrelated to the child’s discovery of self or the world. The ECS educators wanted children 
with disabilities on a straight road to these goals, so “gains” could be seen by teachers.
You can’t leave these things to chance. (ECS-5-1)
ECS-3 explained from the case study:
Lynette [the EC teacher] will see Hope’s ability to sing in the classroom and talk 
one on one to a teacher, but we [ECS educators] want to know specifically that she 
will do the three or four utterances . . .  we want hard data. (ECS-3-2)
The impression one has is that learning is very linear and measurable. This conflicts with
the EC teachers’ understanding of children and learning.
I’m not thinking about measurable growth when I think about a child. I’m thinking 
about what that child is interested in, where does he spend his time or what does he 
or she like to talk about—not how many times did he do such and such successfully. 
If they weren’t “successful” then that means they “failed.” I don’t think of children 
like that. (EC-1-1)
The sense of self that comes from following a road that conforms to the contours of 
the child’s interests as well as abilities is an important goal in the EC teachers’ mind, but is
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downplayed or ignored on a child’s individualized educational program. As ECS-3 
explained:
Classroom teachers tell us information that can go into her [Hope’s] present level of 
functioning. . .  you know probably strengths, but [we want to know] are there 
areas that she needs to be facilitated? (ECS-3-2)
For the ECS educators, a child’s strengths seem insignificant in a goal setting process that 
values the child’s meeting standards set by others. Measurable goals are seen as external to 
the child’s individual qualities. In contrast, all children, with and without disabilities, have 
the same internal need that should be facilitated in the EC teachers’ m inds-a strong sense 
of self.
. . .  if their feelings about themselves are good, they can walk into a new situation 
and handle i t  (EC-1-1)
Differences in language revolve around sameness and goals, and may lead to 
misunderstandings and tensions for collaborative relationships. The ECS educators 
understood the “same goal of all kids” to be unrelated to the needs of children with 
disabilities.
They [EC teachers] are looking at the group,. . .  treating everybody the same.
. . .  They set the classroom up to be conducive to child development. . .  but 
they’re not really looking at what is best for Hope; they’re just looking at what is 
best for the group. (ECS-1 -1).
The ECS educators understood same to mean typically developing cliildren. 
According to the ECS educators, children with disabilities have individual needs outside 
their understanding of sameness. Statements, such as “special education kids do not learn 
from their environment" or “children with disabilities do better in structured settings,” 
imply that the individual needs of children with disabilities are not viewed as the same as 
those of typically developing peers but are viewed as the same as other children with 
disabilities.
Meaning of Choice
Closely related to the differences in how the teachers viewed children’s needs is a 
conflicting understanding of choice. Children’s ability to choose and make decisions for 
themselves was central to language of practice for the early childhood teachers. “The 
ability to make good choices” (EC-1-1) is a goal they had for all children. According to the
EC educators, making choices and encountering the consequences of those choices are part
of a child’s discovery of self and of the development of independence and autonomy.
. . .  I want them to feel comfortable with themselves in their environment and to
feel that they have choices and opportunities-----If their self-esteem and feelings
about themselves are good, they can walk into a new situation and hiindle it. 
(EC-1-1)
The choices a child makes reveal meaning to the EC teachers. Making sure the right 
opportunities are available in order for a child to realize his or her full potential, as well as 
use creativity, curiosity, and intellectual engagement to construct knowledge, was an 
instructional strategy for the EC teachers.
[We] follow the child’s lead in learning. (EC-3-1)
[We] look for teachable moments. (EC-4-1)
I try to keep close tabs on children’s interest.. . .  (EC-5-1)
The previous statements were the EC teachers’ explanations of how they plan their
curriculum. Children with disabilities also need the same opportunities for choice and
“should be respected for who they are” (EC-3-3) just like other members of the classroom.
I do not like the way these teachers are making decisions for Hope. She needs to 
decide for herself if she wants a feather in her headband! (EC-4-1)
The ECS educators viewed children with disabilities as needing help with choices.
Their common practice of limiting choices to direct a child to an activity the adult has
determined to be an appropriate choice eliminates other possibilities that might be of interest
and draw the child in another direction. Four of the five special educators described the
process of giving children a choice as one of appearance, but not reality.
. . .  [We] give them a choice, but really not giving Isicl them a choice.
(ECS-5-1)
According to ECS educators, managed choice essentially directs the child into thinking he 
or she wants to choose a particular activity and frequently suppresses the child’s inner 
thoughts of self-expression that might divert his or her attention or interest away from the 
teacher’s planned activities.
This way we make sure that the children practice their cutting skills or turn taking or 
following directions, or whatever. (ECS-4-2)
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The practice of
. . .  pushing participation . . .  by imposing limits on him with physical restraint, 
maybe a chair with a seatbelt. . .  (ECS-3-2)
indicates a strong tension that can exist between the internal desires or interests that a child
might have and the external force that the ECS educators may use to help the child make
good choices. The “choice” of sitting and being part of the group, or being belted and
being part of the group, eliminates divergence that may come from the inner self. The
teacher reinforces this choice by giving the child “positive strokes by massaging shoulders,
or stroking arms” as he or she is convinced that he or she truly does want to be pan of the
group. The contrast between this reinforcement and that provided by the EC teachers who
value a greater range of choices and who stress that “children deserve respect” is dramatic.
Both sets of educators stated that they wanted children to develop positive
self-esteem and to make good decisions, but different understandings of choice were used
to guide practices and could interfere with collaborative relationships in integrated settings.
EC-1 spoke about her own integrated classroom:
I can never understand why they [the early childhood special educators] make her 
[the child with a disability] be part of group time . . .  it doesn’t bother me if [she] 
wanders away and quietly goes to do something else . . .  but she doesn’t have that 
choice when her special education teacher is in the room. (EC-1-1)
Use o f Play
Differences in the teachers’ perspectives about the spontaneous learning that comes 
through play formed another area of divergent understandings behind practices. Both sets 
of educators said that “children learn through play” and had time for children to play in their 
daily schedules. The importance of peer modeling, turn taking, sharing, appropriate use of 
toys, and using proper social exchanges were described as best learned through play by the 
ECS educators, but they believed that children with disabilities have a difficult time learning 
from play and may not have attention capabilities or basic skills to benefit from play. Direct 
approaches, according to the ECS educators, are necessary to ensure that “purposeful play" 
occurs and that children make good decisions during play. The high degree of freedom in 
free-play caused concerns for the ECS educators. “Free-choice” was sometimes called 
“free-for-all” (ECS-5-2), and the EC teachers were seen as “trusting learning will occur
(sarcastic tone)” (ECS-5-2). ECS-3 shared that in an integrated setting in which she taught 
she would gather the children with disabilities together in a group before they would “go 
forth and conquer (sarcastic tone),” or “scatter to the wind (sarcastic tone).” She was 
referring to the free-play time which began each day. The EC teacher in the room was 
critical of the ECS teacher’s procedure of gathering the children with disabilities in a group 
and eventually insisted that it not continue. The ECS educator felt the EC teacher was not 
recognizing the needs that the children with disabilities had that were best met by group 
instruction.
[Their] need for a language based activity was best met through group instruction. 
During play . . .  you try to incorporate some educational goals into whatever 
activities they were doing, but it seemed more like a therapy [when you try to teach 
that way]. (ECS-3-3)
The EC teachers understood play as a teaching device that develops the attention 
skills a child might need and that serves important functions in a child’s social, emotional, 
physical, and cognitive development According to the EC teachers, self-selection is an 
important dimension of play and is tied to the discovery of “self’ and the world. EC-5 
explained that she watches the children’s play to determine the appropriate time to intervene 
with instruction.
. . .  they [the children] have to be open to being taught or even talked to . . .  when 
it’s appropriate you can . . .  question or count along as they [the children] scoop up 
the sand.. . .  If it’s not appropriate it draws the child away from playing. You can 
feel when the time is right by watching the child’s play. (EC-4-1)
Like the early childhood classrooms in this study, most quality early childhood 
programs have a large portion of their schedule designated free-choice or free-play 
(Bredekamp & Copple, 1997). Tensions can be seen among the teachers who have 
different understandings of the purpose and value of this time in a child’s educational 
program. ECS educators who have a particular task in mind and want a child to make steps 
toward that goal are intruding on children’s right to self-direction, in the eyes of the EC 
educators. Pulling the children out of the room to practice the tasks was also seen as 
violating the spirit of inclusion, so the tension that is created between what the teacher 
wants to “teach” and what the child might discover becomes powerful and frustrating to the 
ECS educators who may have only a limited amount of time to spend with the child each
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week. The “teachable moments” described by EC-4 above may not happen while the ECS 
educator is in the room.
Understanding of Space
A fourth difference in the thinking of these teachers that could affect practices was 
in the interpretation and reasoning about classroom space. The EC and ECS educators had 
different understandings of the influence of the environment on learning. The EC teachers 
described the space in the sketch of the classroom by all the opportunities it provided for 
children to explore, manipulate, and interact with objects and people. Their thoughts were 
about the amount of choice children had in how the materials could be used, and they 
described the emotional, intellectual, physical, and social benefits that come from the 
environment.
I keep wondering if the children can take the materials from one area to another.
. . . (EC-3-1)
The room . . .  [has] imaginative and dramatic play, more open-ended types of play
areas and . . .  quieter, sensory exploring types o f activities. . . .  (EC-2-1)
. . .  sand or water table . . .  where children can have emotional reletise. (EC-3-1)
The diversity . . .  in ages, ethnic background and abilities helps children learn so
much. . .  . (EC-5-1)
The ECS educators had different thoughts around space that they considered for 
teaching. Their comments about the classroom sketch focused on needing space for large 
group instruction and eliminating centers so there were fewer distractions. The special 
educators reasoned about the space in terms of directing the children’s learning. They 
wanted the space to be simplified so the children would have fewer choices and would be 
less tempted to wander or become unfocused. Four of the five ECS educators described 
using “stations” in their practices, whereby small groups of children rotate through the 
centers. The teacher decides which areas of the classroom are open (may be: played in), 
which children are in which groups, and the time period at each station.
We don’t want children with disabilities just playing with other children with
disabilities. (ECS-5-1)
The ECS educators’ thinking focused on whether the environment supported skills 
(“survival,” “coping,” “functional,” “kindergarten readiness”) that they had determined
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children need to acquire to be successful in subsequent years. In such cases, success is
measured externally when the child demonstrates how well he or she has l&imed.
We found that play isn’t as natural as we had hoped. It doesn’t just come through 
osmosis. Skills come from direct teaching. (ECS-3-2)
It’s harder [to teach skills] when you are counting on the environment, or counting 
on it happening in free-play. I certainly try to reinforce it there, but I still think I 
need to target it at group time. (ECS-1-1)
According to the EC teachers, they are responsible for setting up the environment
for integrated programs in community preschools. They are considering the same needs
(the goal for each child to maximize his or her potential) of all children when they create
environments for maximum choice and discovery. The environment is the context for all
the winding roads they see existing in a classroom. According to the ECS educators, they
want the environment to help the child with disabilities on his or her straight road to
success. The child’s EEP guides much of the reasoning of the ECS educators’ decisions.
. . .  if social interaction is [a goal] on her IEP, sure I’d choose a walking partner for 
Hope. (ECS-4-2)
And their intentions are to help the child make regular steps toward that goal.
Perspectives on Roles of Experts
This inquiry into teacher thinking revealed opinions and perceptions that the early 
childhood professionals held related to the expertise and knowledge about one another’s 
roles. I could not find research in this area in the literature. Bricker (1995) and Peck, 
Odom, and Bricker (1993) wrote about “attitudes,” “barriers,” and “turf issues” that 
impede collaborative relations in integrated programs, but EC and ECS educators’ personal 
perspectives about the role of the other appear uninvestigated. The findings from these 
interviews revealed feelings from the teachers in both disciplines that indicate 
misunderstandings and misconstrued messages that could affect collaborative efforts.
Both the EC and ECS educators thought of special educators as experts with young 
children with disabilities. Feelings of inadequacy and intimidation were expressed by the 
EC teachers, and they were unsure about their relationship with special educators. The 
high number of teachers enlisted to work with children with multiple disabilities, competing
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for time with the child, compounds relational difficulties and reinforces feelings of 
inadequacy for the EC teachers.
Sometimes I don’t even know what they [therapists and special educators] are 
talking about. (EC-2-1)
Although the ECS educators were not comfortable thinking of themselves as experts, then- 
language C 'm y  kids”), their attitude of “ownership” (ECS-1-1; ECS 3-5; ECS 5-1), and 
their disregard for EC teaching practices (“scatter to 'he wind”) reinforced the image of a 
hierarchical relationship among teachers.
The EC educators did not understand their role as helping with the child’s 
disability. They understood their role in terms of the same qualities the child had with the 
other children in the room. The disability appeared to remain with the expertise of the 
special educators.
Hope [the child with the disability] needs the support of those special education 
teachers. Areas that need reinforcing would not happen if the special education
people didn’t come in the room-----If they [special educators] didn’t come in there
would be holes. (EC-5-1)
The EC teachers explained that when they try to supply information about a child 
with a disability at an IEP meeting their comments are ignored.
They’re really not interested in our opinion. (EC-2-2)
The ECS educators recognized the intimidation that EC teachers feel (“They [EC teachers] 
don’t offer information because they’re intimidated,” ECS-1-1) but reinforced it (“We ask 
for their input but we don’t really want it,” EC-4-2). They characterized the EC teachers as 
“disinterested” (ECS-5-2) or as “resisting collaboration” (ECS-4-3) and “avoiding 
responsibility for the child with disabilities” (ECS-3-3).
Such divergence in the language of and reasoning about practice from the two 
teaching cultures could impede a collaborative relationship where each other’ s roles and 
responsibilities should be understood so group goal setting and decision sharing can occur. 
The practical knowledge (Elbaz, 1983) which comes from teacher experience and purpose 
is in conflict with the practical knowledge of the partner in integrated classrooms. The ECS 
educators’ practical knowledge comes from their work with and concern for children with 
disabilities that allows the child to master the skills that they have determined will help him
or her be successful in the next environment and from the legal requirements shaping their
practices. The EC teachers’ practical knowledge is derived from the experiences and
understandings of typically developing children where success is realized internally. Both
sets of educators are working for what they feel is best for the child, and both expressed a
desire for more cooperation and understanding from their partners.
I don’t like the way I’m sounding, but if those regular ed folks would just 
cooperate and do it our way . . .  (laughs). (ECS-5-2)
I think it is getting better, I really do. But I think those special educators need more
training in child development (laughs)___ I hate the way that sounds (laughs).
(EC-3-3)
Summary and Discussion
This research found considerable variation in the pedagogical principles that the EC 
and the ECS educators used to guide their teaching practices. Analysis of these personal 
interpretations and intentions of actions in integrated classrooms revealed that knowledge of 
children, understanding of curriculum and instruction, and perspectives on the roles of 
colleagues formed a conceptual framework for teacher thinking. Conflicting 
understandings of the meaning of sameness in children, purpose of choice, h e  intent of 
play, use of space, and the concept of experts were identified as major points of tension 
between the language and reasoning of practice of the EC and ECS educators.
Researchers have acknowledged the philosophical and theoretical orientations of 
special education and regular education as a barrier to preschool mainstreaming (Odom & 
McEvoy, 1990), and there is a growing body of literature focusing on exploring ways to 
“blend” the theories and practices of EC and ECS teachers to best meet the needs of 
children with disabilities in integrated classrooms (Peck, Odom, & Bricker, 1993).
Blending practices is complicated by the sharply divergent roots of these two fields. Early 
childhood education is rooted in the theories of such researchers as G. Stanley Hall and 
Arnold Gesell, who understood maturation as a natural process largely internal to the child. 
By contrast, special education is rooted in behaviorism exemplified by the work of J. B. 
Watson (1914) and E. L. Thorndike (1913), who stressed the influence of the external 
environment in shaping the child.
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Early childhood special education, in contrast to its two parent disciplines, did not 
develop through a process of philosophical elaboration and practice-based observation. 
Instead, the field was created, virtually overnight, by legislative and judicial action, and has 
had to develop its theoretical base as it has operated in a world of young children with 
disabilities. While it should logically blend the philosophies of early childhood and special 
education, it does not. Because early childhood special educators receive the bulk of their 
training on the special education side, their theory and their practices are behaviorally 
oriented (Odom & McEvoy, 1990). This reality complicates the effort to blend the practice 
of EC and ECS teachers.
The results of this research support the efforts to achieve theoretical blending but 
indicate a possible need to focus on more than the theoretical content of teacher knowledge. 
Teacher knowledge is composed of personal and practical understandings of the nature of 
teaching, and, as the literature indicates, teaching practices are based on the relationship 
between thought and action. ‘T o  understand teaching is to understand how thoughts get 
carried out in action” (Shavelson & Stem, 1981, p. 459). Variations in practices are 
explained by the personal theories, beliefs, and values that teachers use to make decisions, 
but they are reinforced by differences in experience. It is difficult for teachers whose 
experience is almost entirely with typically developing children and those whose experience 
is mainly with children having special needs to understand one another. Until EC and ECS 
educators can build a common understanding of children, an overlapping bod y of 
pedagogical knowledge, common experiences with children, and a feeling of mutual 
respect and parity in their relationships with one another, teaching practices of the two 
professions may remain detached and collaborative efforts may continue to be; misplaced.
Recommendations
Six possible recommendations emanate from the interpretations above. The current 
movement in teacher education is to integrate the fields of general early childhood and early 
childhood special education (Stayton & Miller, 1993). Miller (1992) states:
Segregation practices in teacher training perpetuate the myth that particular types 
of children need teachers who have been trained in discrete bodies of knowledge 
and pedagogy accessible only to members of specialized fields of expertise, (p. 39)
81
This research supports the movement to bring early childhood and early childhood 
special education teacher education students at the undergraduate and graduate level 
together, but a critical component of that movement is a recommendation that students 
study children together. Collaborative inquiry would allow multiple perspectives on 
children to be shared and new knowledge, questions, and ideas about teaching and learning 
to surface and be discussed. The Descriptive Review of the Child (Carini, 1986) is 
recommended to be used with students to teach the art of observing, documenting, and 
reflecting about children. The Descriptive Review is a method of studying children which 
builds a full understanding of a child (interests, values, strengths, and vulnerabilities) and 
draws on the collective knowledge of the insights of several observers about that child.
The processes cultivate a knowledge about children in general, not only about a single 
child. ‘Teachers say that it expands their vision and that it becomes another way of 
looking” (Kanevsky, 1993, p. 162).
Second, an inservice education program for EC and ECS educators together, 
utilizing the Descriptive Review processes, is a recommendation I make. The descriptive 
processes are especially useful for teachers to become aware of their own assumptions 
about children, to develop an awareness of what they believe, and to consider how those 
beliefs affect instructional practices. This reflection is a critical first step for change 
(Newman, 1990). These inservices would also provide the critical need for EC and ECS 
educators to have conversations with other teachers about their work. EC teachers may 
become more secure in their ability to talk about children with disabilities and qualitative 
measures of growth, and ECS educators may learn to show more regard for the views of 
their EC colleagues. The procedures used with the descriptive review are respectful of all 
viewpoints and provide for equal entry into discussions. Lack of time to talk to other 
teachers is a frequent barrier to such collaboration; however, schools should provide time 
for this critical component of teacher growth.
Third, I recommend combining field experience and practica for teacher education 
programs so students have many opportunities to work with children with and without 
disabilities, as well as opportunities to work and talk with fellow students in other 
disciplines. Regular early childhood students need increased coursework on the legal
aspects of integration, additional exposure to children with disabilities and their families, 
and additional instruction on disabilities so that their focus on the natural development and 
the internal self does not become an excuse for ignoring disabilities. ECS education 
students need general early childhood instructional methods that emphasize the internal self 
that exists in children even with the most severe disabilities. Both disciplines in teacher 
education programs need faculty who have broadened their own attitudes and 
understandings about children to encompass the scope of the work required in integrated 
settings.
Fourth, an element of risk is also important for change, and that is difficult for ECS 
educators when the due process-based litigation threatens their programs. Parents and 
administrators will need to be fully informed as teachers explore new ways to support 
learning in inclusive settings. Teaching may look different from what parents and 
administrators are accustomed to as new avenues are explored, so keeping them informed 
or including them in discussions and inservice workshops would be important.
Fifth, I recommend that early childhood special education teachers have many 
opportunities in their work week to interact and share experiences with typically developing 
children. The frame of reference the special education teachers used during the interviews 
for explaining their reasoning was usually that of children with severe disabilities. This 
suggests that more exposure to normal development would help inform and enrich the 
teachers’ thinking about children. As the movement to include all young children in 
inclusive programs proceeds, more interaction with typically developing children should 
result. However, the school districts included in this study were moving very slowly 
toward full inclusion.
Reversed mainstreaming was the most frequently used model with school districts 
in this study. A handful of children without disabilities are enrolled in a program designed 
for children with disabilities. In effect, school districts are finding alternative ways to meet 
the LRE principle, without utilizing existing early childhood programs. This process keeps 
ECS educators focused on children with disabilities and does not contribute to a normal 
perspective on development. As Balaban (1995) cautions, “Embeddedness in one’s own 
culture can interfere with seeing children objectively” (p. 50).
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Another alternative used in some districts is even less desirable. Children needing 
special services are enrolled in regular preschool programs, which are then visited 
periodically by ECS educators who consult with EC teachers in the program about 
appropriate techniques for use with the special needs children. In such programs, ECS 
educators have little or no contact with any children.
For inclusion to enjoy optimal success, a broad range of abilities should be 
represented in the classroom; special needs children should not be concentra ted in a few 
settings; and ECS educators should work with all children. Greater experience with normal 
patterns of development will help ECS educators better understand children with special 
needs and more effectively address those needs in the context of the whole child.
The final recommendation that I would like to make is that ECS educators work at 
ways to diffuse the image of expert so that inclusive programs can build on the existing 
strengths o f all professionals. EC educators’ increased understanding of the legal aspects 
of integration and on instruction of various disabilities might help to enable a more active 
role in the staffings required for children with disablities. Collaboration is a process that 
cannot be imposed hierarchically and requires learning about one another’s roles and 
responsibilities. The Descriptive Review process recommended above will help with these 
relationships, and, in fact, these processes can be utilized to study teachers, rather than just 
children. The Descriptive Review of the Teacher (Hanhan, 1988) is a way of informing 
one’s self and others about the various role of teachers. This would lead to a deeper 
understanding of responsibilities and a more respectful relationship among educators.
Implications for Research
This study provides a very brief investigation into the thinking of 10 teachers. The 
quantity of rich data collected as pan of the study allowed close inquiry into a small portion 
of a much broader, complex process than could be explored within the constraints of 
available time and resources. As particular aspects of teacher thinking and teaching 
practices in inclusive classrooms became clear, other factors brought new questions and 
pointed to areas for further research.
This study was completed by an investigator with a background in early childhood 
education. A similar study of the thinking of teachers from the two disciplines but from the
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view of an early childhood special educator might produce different interpretations and 
conclusions. The data from this study only reflect the thoughts of the particular teachers I 
interviewed, so another study of 10 different teachers’ thinking would not necessarily 
support or refute these findings.
Case studies of early childhood special education teachers who demonstrate a true 
understanding of the collaborative process and who perceive people with disabilities as 
individuals first and people with disabilities second would help us understand how to 
integrate the two philosophical approaches. What experiences contributed to these 
teachers’ understandings of children? What characterizes their teaching? What changes did 
they encounter in their thinking as they found their position in the profession? What is their 
language of practice, and how do their values and beliefs differ from or match their 
colleagues? What challenges stand out in their minds as they work with families and 
administrators, and how do they handle the divergent views in the field? Such case studies 
would deepen one’s understanding of how to “blend” practices successfully.
An in-depth study of teacher education programs that have successfully unified their 
regular early childhood and special early childhood programs and are child-centered in their 
programs would provide answers to institutions which are struggling with this process. 
How was faculty resistance handled? How are divergent views on programming 
accommodated? How are cross-departmental teaching assignments handled? How was 
integration of course content accomplished? How are children studied? How are field 
placements and student supervisions determined? What characterizes the teaching of the 
graduates from these programs?
Of further interest, also, is additional research on EC and ECS education teachers’ 
perspectives of each other’s fields. This topic could not be found in the literature. 
Additional explanations on how EC teachers interpret the work of special education 
teachers, and vice versa, are necessary. Why are EC teachers insecure with their role with 
special educators, and why do they see ECS educators as experts? This study revealed that 
special educators had little regard for the practices of EC teachers. Is that true of other 
special educators as well? What contributes to that perception? Do some EC teachers 
perceive other EC teachers as ignoring their responsibility toward children with disabilities?
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Does the view of the sameness impede an understanding of individual disabilities that 
require support? What do ECS educators know and understand about the role of regular 
early childhood teachers? Additional investigation is needed to understand how these 
perspectives affect the collaboration process.
A study reconstructing the educational experiences of an adult with a disability who 
has a fulfilling life would perhaps reveal significant phenomena that contribute positively to 
the challenges of individuals with disabilities. Looking back at schools, teachers, peers, 
and events that had meaning for the individual’s life could help others shape educational 
experiences and interactions for children with disabilities.
Although this small study has produced a deeper understanding of the thinking of 
teachers in integrated preschool programs, a new set of questions has been laised. The 
process of integration does not happen quickly. It is a complex process with many 
components that are interconnected. As questions are answered, stronger programs will 
result, and all children can be educated in a fuller and more complete manner. Teachers in 
this study had been working with young children for quite some time, and most were 
committed to finding the best ways for children with disabilities to be educated next to their 
nondisabled peers. The desire of teachers to do their best to make mainstreaming work will 
make it possible for us to surmount some of the challenges we face.
The goal of mainstreaming is to make the American ideal of equality a reality for 
children with disabilities. The mainstreaming mandate has provided legal, financial, and 
pedagogical challenges to the public education system. These challenges have not been 
fully surmounted, but at least they have been recognized. The purposes of this study were 
to explore additional challenges to mainstreaming that have been largely ignored. How do 
EC and ECS educators reason and think through issues of practice in integrated 
classrooms? What differences and similarities exist in the language educators use to 
interpret situations and think through practices? Where differences do exist in language and 
reasoning, what might be the implications of those differences for practice and for 
collaboration? Clearly, differences in reasoning, logic, language, and perception are more 
subde and less immediate than the legal, financial, and pedagogical challenges the education 
system has recognized and with which it is grappling. But they are embedded in the
philosophical and practical foundations of our education system, and are thus absolutely 
crucial to the success or failure of mainstreaming as a vehicle for greater equality. Our 
society has embarked on a noble endeavor, the success o f which will depend in large 
measure on our willingness to understand and overcome the practical and theoretical 
differences among us.
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Characters
Isachgg:
Ms. Lynette Dodds: BS in Early Childhood, Head Teacher 
Mr. Ryan Biggs: CDA, Assistant Teacher 
Ms. Signe Olson: BS in Deaf Education, Interpreter 
Ms. Lou Braun: BS in Speech Pathology, Speech Therapist
Ms. Maggie Jensen: BS in Early Childhood Special Education, Deaf and Hard of Hearing
Teacher
Children:
Charlie (age 4) 
Fiona (age 4) 
Wayne (age 4) 
Wanda (age 4) 
Luis (age 4) 
Anna (age 4 1/2) 
Hope (age 4 1/2) 
Robert (age 5) 
Elizabeth (age 5) 
Stephanie (age 5) 
Lin (age 5)
Joe (age 5 1/2)
Parents:
Robert and Carol Goodman 
Jack and Erwin McCarthy
Ruth Dickinson
Renee Barton
Grandma
Drew and Helen Wilson 
Tanya Witkowski
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Introduction
Northern Lights Center for Children is located in a midwestem, largely rural state. 
It has 75 children from ages 16 months to 6 years in six different classrooms. This is the 
first year the staff of Northern Lights have been involved in inclusion with the Pittsfield 
School District Early Intervention Program.
Ms. Lynette Dodds has a range of children in her preschool classroom; the 
youngest is 4 years and the oldest is 5 1/2. There are 12 children in this classroom. Fiona 
is a 4 year old who is bursting with energy and has a high activity level. She has two 
special friends in the classroom, Charlie and Anna. Charlie, a young 4 year old, 
occasionally has difficulty separating from his parent, particularly if he is brought to school 
at a time different from his regular routine. Once he is settled, Charlie seems to enjoy his 
day with the other children immensely. Anna, age 4 1/2, is beginning to read messages she 
writes to her teacher and other children in the classroom. She bustles about almost like a 
miniature teacher's aide. She often is found leading the two youngest members of the 
class, Wayne and Wanda, who are fraternal twins and who play mostly with each other.
Robert, Elizabeth, and Stephanie are 5 year olds who have been in the Center since 
they were 16 months old. They have strong ties to one another, almost like brothers and 
sisters. Though they willingly reach out to other children, their first play preferences are 
each other. Joe, another 5 year old who was in this classrom last year, has just recently 
reentered it, having been sent back from kindergarten. Joe is physically robust and stands 
a head taller than most of the other children.
Lin, Luis, and Hope are newest members of the classroom. Lin, a 5 year old, has 
been in the United States for a year and speaks Chinese as his first language; he is just 
beginning to use spoken English. Luis, age 4, joined the group last week. He and his 
family have moved north from Texas. He speaks both Spanish and English. Hope is a 
4 1/2 year old with a genetic disorder that impedes her communication skills. She is 
hearing impaired and uses Signed English to communicate in the classroom. Hope's facial 
features make her look decidedly different from the other children. She has an open 
tracheotomy that is usually covered with a small patch to help facilitate speech. She wears 
conductive hearing aids, glasses, and usually a brightly colored headband. She is always
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very well dressed in matching outfits with complementary-colored tights. She has a 
sprightly kind of confidence in her walk. Hope has received early intervention services 
since 6 months of age and next year her family plans for her to go to a public school 
kindergarten.
Ms. Lynette Dodds is the head teacher in the classroom. It is her tenth year ai this 
Center, though she has 20 years of teaching experience in preschool, kindergarten, and 
grade school Ms. Lynette holds a B.S. in early childhood education and is a licensed 
teacher. Her classroom is organized around centers at which children choose to play 
during the long free-play time of each morning and afternoon. Most activities go on in 
small groups or pairs of children, large group activities being kept to a minimum of circle 
and story times. Ms. Lynette often organizes activities around themes that last from one to 
two weeks; the materials in the centers change with the theme. This week the theme is 
apples.
Mr. Ryan Biggs is in his third year as Ms. Lynette's assistant teacher. He holds a 
CJD-A.. (child development associate credential) and is somewhat nervous as this is his first 
year working with children with disabilities.
Ms. Signe Olson is Hope's interpreter in the classroom; this is her second year with 
Hope so their mutual trust level is high. Ms. Signe holds a B.S. in deaf education. Ms. 
Lou Braun is a speech and hearing clinician; she comes into this particular classrom three 
hours a week to support Hope's verbal communication. She has a B.S. degree in speech 
pathology. Ms. Maggie Jensen is a deaf and hard of hearing teacher who has a B.S. and 
teaching license in early childhood special education. She is in the classroom two hours, 
three times a week.
Episode One; The Classroom
On this Tuesday morning all five teachers-Ms. Signe, the interpreter, Mr. Ryan, 
the assistant teacher, Ms. Lynette, the head teacher, Ms. Lou, the speech therapist, and Ms. 
Maggie, the early childhood special educator—are in the classroom during the free-play 
period, which lasts for 90 minutes.
In the art area some children are making apple prints. The pictures of the prints will 
be displayed on the bulletin board in the hall. Ms. Lynette told Ryan, the assistant teacher,
to two margarine tubs of small wooden apples to the trucks in the block center, along 
with providing markers and paper for labels. Some children again are working with the 
new puzzles which were put out on the shelf yesterday. This morning Ms. Lynette added a 
new apple concentration game; she is eager to see who will choose to play with it first 
Adjacent to the dramatic play center, in addition to the house, Ms. Lynette and Mr. Ryan 
have set up a stage for mock performances, complete with microphones, elaborate 
costumes, and a spotlight There is room in front of the stage for an audience to sit, and 
there is a roll of tickets sitting on one of the chairs. The writing center has markers and a 
variety of colored paper available along with some apple stampers. There are new books as 
well as some familiar and favorite stories, such as Rain Makes Applesauce. Mv Trip to the 
Orchard is an audiotape in the listening center which Mr. Ryan and the children made last 
week in preparation for their walking trip to visit Mrs. Withers' crabapple trees. The 
sensory table is filled with autumn leaves of a variety of shapes and colors. The discovery 
center has green, yellow, and red apples, butter knives to cut them apart, a scale to weigh 
them, and a graph where children place stickers beside their favorite kind of apple.
Hope walks over to the manipulatives and gazes at the new game. Ms. Maggie, the 
special education teacher, approaches Hope and signs, “Do you want to play this game?” 
Ms. Signe, the interpreter, stands nearby and whispers to the classroom teacher, Lynette, 
“She [Hope] seemed really happy on the bus today.” Hope takes the cards and 
purposefully places them face down on the table. Wayne and Wanda sit down to play.
Ms. Maggie explains the rules and signs what she is saying to Hope. Before long Joe and 
Fiona join the group. Joe reaches for a card as he sits down and Maggie stops his hand 
from turning a card over. “We have to wait for our turns,” she reminds the group. "It is 
your turn Hope.” Hope turns one card over and sees a mitten. She reaches to the middle 
of the table and turns over the matching card. Fiona bobs up and down in her seat and 
repeats many times, "Is it my turn? Is it my turn?" "It’s my turn," Wayne responds. "It 
will be soon," Ms. Maggie answers.
Ms. Lynette, the classroom teacher, stops by and says, "How is it going? There 
will be room at the art table soon, if anybody wants a turn." Ms. Signe, the interpreter, 
comes by and signs to Hope, "You are playing with your friends. Are you winning?"
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Hope continues to match on almost every turn, while it takes Wanda three or four turns 
before she gets a match. Wayne wants to turn the cards for Wanda. Wayne and Wanda 
talk- to each other and count their pairs, while Ms. Signe, the interpreter, is silent. Joe, 
who hasn't made any pairs yet, sees an opportunity, smiles, and reaches for a match out of 
turn. Ms. Maggie stops Joe's hand and signs and asks Hope, "Do you want to let him 
have a turn?" Hope looks at Joe and signs to Ms. Maggie, "Yes.” Joe questions, "Is my 
turn next?," and Ms. Maggie relates to Joe that Hope wants him to have a turn now. He 
turns the card over and makes a match. Joe smiles proudly. When the game is over, Hope 
delicately puts her hands in her lap while Wayne scoops up the cards. Wanda holds the 
box and Fiona puts the lid on top. Hope continues to sit there waiting, looking 
occasionally at Ms. Maggie for guidance. Ms. Maggie asks, "Where do you want to play 
now?" She does not let Hope move to a new activity without signing her choice first.
Hope signs, "The stage," and Ms. Maggie takes her hand and leads her to that area, where 
Anna is already engaged.
Anna has a long dress and high heels on, along with gloves to her elbows and a 
feather boa wrapped around her neck and head. She is singing into a microphone made 
from a toilet paper tube and covered with aluminum foil. Next to Anna is a full-length 
unbreakable mirror where children can see themselves all dressed up. Anna watches 
herself sing and dance in the mirror. Hope rummages through the clothes beside the stage 
while Ms. Maggie sits down to watch.
Ms. Lou, the speech therapist, hurries over to the dramatic play center. She and 
Ms. Signe, the interpreter, help Hope select clothes to wear, carefully identifying the colors 
and names of the individual items Hope dresses herself in. Elizabeth runs over and crawls 
up on Ms. Maggie's lap and asks her about the tickets. They have a spirited conversation 
about shows and tickets. Hope ends up dressed in a ballet tutu of net over her jeans and is 
holding a sparkling wand in one hand and the microphone in the other. Ms. Signe secures 
a large feather in Hope's headband as she has Hope identify the color she selected. Ms.
Lou states as she walks away to join Ms. Maggie on the mg, "You have one feather and 
there are three others left in the box." Hope turns around and begins singing in a low, 
whispery-soft voice into the microphone, "Brother, come and dance with me, take our
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hands and one, two, three." This was not the first instance of Hope's singing in the 
classroom. Ms. Maggie and Ms. Lou begin talking softly about the meeting next week 
with Hope’s parents. Anna stares at Hope and her outfit Mr. Ryan notices Hope on the 
stage and comments from across the room, "Look how pretty Hope is!" Luis approaches 
the group near the stage and watches from the sidelines. Ms. Signe, the interpreter, signs 
to Hope, "Are you singing?" Ms. Lou, the speech therapist overhears this and quickly 
interjects, "Wow, you look great! Do you want to sing for us?" Hope stares and makes no 
response.
Ms. Lynette, the classroom teacher, notices that there are two open spots at the an 
table so she walks over to the stage and asks Luis and Elizabeth if they would like to make 
a picture now. "I do, I do!" calls Anna as she peels her gloves from her arms and throws 
her feather boa in the box by Ms. Signe. Elizabeth and Anna run quickly to the art table. 
"We have had some great entertainment this morning," Ms. Lynette comments as she walks 
back to the art table.
Later that morning, after pick-up and circle time, the children are playing on the 
playground. Ms. Signe is pushing Hope on the tire swing on the far side of the yard. 
Robert, Stephanie, and Elizabeth are nearby digging a hole in the sand. Ms. Lynette and 
Mr. Ryan take a few minutes to talk about how the morning activities have gone and to 
review their plans for tomorrow. Then they move on to play with the children.
Episode Two; The Staff Meeting
It’s 3:30 in the afternoon and the teachers from Lynette’s classroom have agreed to 
meet to get some planning done. Ryan, the assistant teacher, stumbles into Lynette’s 
office, a bagel balanced precariously on top of his overflowing cup of coffee. “Thank God 
today’s over! Mondays always seems to be two days long.”
“It may be over for you, but I ’m still looking to close this place,” Lynette replies. 
"Let’s just hope that Joe’s grandma isn’t late again. So what are we going to do about 
Wednesday? How many blocks is it to Mrs. Withers' place? Did you check that?”
“It’s about three to five blocks with at least three streets to cross. That could be 
hairy. Remember last time Joe chased Robert and we nearly lost them? Add Stephanie to 
that mix and you’ve got trouble. Just how many times has Joe been to see Mrs. Withers’
apples? All his life-he lives next door to her! H e’s going to be bored enough mix it up 
with Robert. You know, I’ve heard that some teachers use-what?-some kind of rope 
with handles to keep kids in line. Have you seen those? Shall we give it a whirl?”
“Oh, Ryan, I don’t know about that I ’ve seen Mary Lou use it with the 3 year 
olds. It seems to work, but I’m not too sure how it makes me feel.”
“You know, Joe and Robert are the least of our problems. Did you mention to 
Charlie’s mom today that we’ll be going on a walking trip on Wednesday? You know he 
goes ballistic if there’s a change in the routine. That clique of Robert, Elizabeth, and 
Stephanie worries me too. They’re like three peas in a pod since they’ve been here all these 
years. They’ll insist on being the leaders, insisting on being first in line. I can see it all 
now. And what about Luis? He had two accidents today. I had to watch him like a hawk 
to figure out when he needed to use the bathroom. For some reason, he’s not telling when 
he has to go."
“Remember, he’s still struggling with everything that’s new and Spanish and 
English get all mixed up together. You know, he’s never been on a field trip before. I 
wonder what he’ll make of that. Say, I think the Spanish word for red is ’rojo.' How do 
you say apple? Tree?”
“I wonder if some of those other teachers would know Spanish, like Signe?”
“Let’s think for a minute about who should walk with whom. Wayne and Wanda 
won’t choose anybody but each other . . . ”
“Let’s choose for them. Let’s have Wanda walk with Anna and Wayne can walk 
with Lin. Those two need to find some new friends. I see that Lin watches Robert all the 
time. I think he’d like to be friends with him. Maybe that would happen if we could ever 
break those three up.”
“Wait a minute, Ryan. I’ve noticed that Anna and Hope are sometimes at the 
writing center with their heads together. Maybe we should encourage them by being 
walking partners. In fact, let’s take a sketch book and some markers for those kids who 
might want to sit on Mrs. Withers’ grass and draw before we come back.”
“How are we going to carry all this stuff? Who else is going on the trip, by the 
way? If we bring some apples back, that’ll add to our load.”
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“Well, we will bring some apples back. Remember, we’ll do some cooking 
project—applesauce or carmeled apples or apple dumplings . .
“Oh my gosh! I have a dentist’s appointment Wednesday morning at 9:00. I won’t 
even be back for the field trip.”
“Well, we have other adults we could use. I wish you’d remembered this last week 
before I called Mrs. Withers. We could check on parent volunteers, but it’s awfully short 
notice. Well, we’ve got Signe for sure. How about Lou and Maggie? When do they get 
there Wednesday morning? We might be able to work out oJc. anyway.”
“They all should be there. They can pitch in and help.”
“Not quite. Signe’s there all morning, but Maggie doesn’t come in until 10:00, and 
Lou’s not scheduled till 10:30. How about if I ask them if  they’ll come in early? They’ll be 
here soon anyway. We were supposed to meet about that EEP stuff from 4:00 to 4:30, 
weren’t we?”
“I have to leave right at 4:30. I have to get to work by 5:00 sharp. The video store 
gets so busy this time of day."
“Now that we have the walking trip planned, we could check it with Lou and 
Maggie when they get here.”
Maggie burst into the room. “OJc., troops, are we ready to roll?”
“Do you know any Spanish?” asks Ryan.
“Uno, dos, tres, quatros.. . .  What else do you need?”
“How about some simple words like apple or tree? Or maybe colors? We need this 
for Luis when we go on our walking trip on Wednesday,” Lynette explains.
“What time does that happen?”
“Well, we were thinking about right after circle time, so around 9:30. Think you 
could come in early that day? Ryan has a dentist’s appointment and won’t be here.”
“Hmm . . .  I’m at Humphrey School from 8 to 9:45. I’d have to check with Judy 
Sayler, the kindergarten teacher, to see if I could leave early.”
“Hi, guys,” says Lou, entering the room. “Let’s get this EEP stuff done fast so we 
can go home. This is my third meeting of the day. I’m EEP’d out!”
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“Just a minute, Lou. We were talking about Wednesday morning. We have a 
walking trip planned and I’m a person short. Could you come in early, say about 9:30, to 
help?” Lynette inquires.
“Well, I was planning on coming in early, but I have to prepare for the 
communication assessment I’m giving to Hope. We have to have it done before we meet 
with her parents next Monday. If I can’t use this Wednesday, I only have next Monday 
morning available, and the IEP is that afternoon. I’m afraid that’s cutting it too close.” 
Lynette turns to look at Lou. “What assessment?”
Signe pushes the door open with her hip, her arms full of folders and papers. She 
sits down beside Maggie and smiles at her.
“Well, Signe knows all about it; don’t you, Signe? We’ve been thinking about how 
to do the assessment so I can get everything in in the hour and a half. You knew about i t ” 
Signe nods. “Yeah, we’re doing this on Wednesday morning.”
Maggie looks from Lou to Lynette. “I’m afraid we need the assessment report for 
our meeting with Hope’s parents. It’s got to take priority. In fact, Lynette, I need more 
information from you about her expressive language skills.”
“Well, shoot, here’s another thing I didn’t know about. First Ryan’s teeth and now 
this language assessment. Maybe we should just forget the walking trip after all.” Lynette 
settles back into her chair, her arms crossed over her chest.
“What walking trip?” asked Signe.
“Yeah,” said Lou, “this is the first time I’ve heard of a walking trip. Why don’t 
you just leave Hope behind? That way I can do the assessment right here in the classroom 
and there won’t be any kids around to bother us."
Lynette looks at Ryan as if expecting a response from him. He says, “Well, that 
way we lose one kid but we also lose you. We needed you to help with the trip.”
Maggie opens her folder and clears her throat. “Could we put this walking trip on 
the back burner for now? We need to get prepared for the IEP meeting. The walking trip 
will work out, somehow.. . .  We may need to change some times or something, but it’s 
no big deal.”
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Lynette breathes in audibly. Visions of 12 children, all eager and demanding at the 
outset of a walking trip, depending on her alone, dance in her head.
Maggie continues, “The IEP meeting is at 4:00 Monday in the district office 
conference room. We’ve checked with Hope’s parents and its convenient for them. 
Lynette, you can be there that afternoon, right?”
“I’ll try,” Lynette says wearily.
Maggie continues to take the lead. “Start thinking about language goals for Hope’s 
new IEP. Remember, we’re looking at a transition to kindergarten next Fall. We want 
Hope to be as ready as possible. What we do now might set the stage for her transition 
plan later.”
Lou reminds the others, “You know, Hope’s getting really good at sitting still and 
focusing, especially when she is positioned right She even takes a turn when I prompt 
her. I faded out the gold stars last month, and now I just smile occasionally when she 
behaves appropriately. I think we’ve come a long way on this goal and these skills should 
serve her well in kindergarten.”
Signe notes, “Hope likes to write; she spends a lot of time scribbling on her papers. 
I just wish those letters of hers looked better. She does lots of letter reversals and doesn’t 
have a good sense of directionality. I wish she’d copy more words out of that children’s 
dictionary at the writing center instead of trying to spell them all by herself.”
“Well,” states Maggie, “as a goal, we might want to work on her printing and have 
her practice writing her name across the top of a paper without reversals. Lynette, could 
we put a small-sized alphabet on the wall above the writing center? Then Hope could copy 
from that.”
“I have one I thought about using. I suppose we could do that,” Lynette answers. 
“That would help Anna, too, because she likes to spend time with Hope, writing together. 
In fact, they often copy each other’s work.”
“Anna spends too much time in that writing center,” Ryan interjects. “I practically 
have to peel her out of there some days. By the way, I almost flipped the other day. I 
thought I heard Hope singing to Anna as they stood on that stage. I didn’t know she could 
do tha t”
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“Hope is getting better at talking to me when we’re out of the room,” Lou adds. 
“She does have some oral language. I’ve written up the goals I have for Hope.” She 
hands it to Maggie. “This can be included in the reports. Once I’ve finished the language 
assessment, I’ll add a little more to i t ”
Maggie replies, "Well, I have mine here too. Lynette, do you have anything to
add?”
Lynette shakes her head no. “I’m not sure, but I’m really pleased that Hope’s 
interested in so many things in the classroom; she’s always curious about anything new, 
like the hermit crab we had last week. The other children are getting comfortable around 
her too.”
“That’s the kind of stuff I need from you, Lynette. I’d like to include more on peer 
interaction skills. We could include a social competence goal in her IEP. That’s an 
important behavior to target,” Maggie states.
“I have to leave now to close the center.” Lynette stands up slowly and walks to 
the door.
“Now I’ll write this all up,” Maggie announces, “and, Lynette, if you have 
anything for me to add, tell me this week and I ’ll get it in the report. Lou, when you get 
the assessment completed, you can just bring those results to the meeting. I’ll call the mom 
and remind her of the meeting. Maybe I can get a sense of how they’re feeling about this 
year so far. See you all later.”
Episode Three: The Family Picnic
It is a brisk October afternoon with the leaves turning and the families of the 
children at Northern Lights Center gathered at the Northridge Park for a Center potluck. 
The event has been planned by the teachers at the Center, including Lynette, the head 
teacher, and Ryan, the assistant teacher. Each family was invited to bring a special dish to 
share, and all 12 of Lynette’s families are represented. Signe Olson, the interpreter, Lou 
Braun, the speech therapist, and Maggie Jensen, the early childhood special educator, were 
invited and are present The children are out playing on the playground equipment and run 
back and forth from the parents to the equipment. Families, some of whom are meeting 
each other for the first time, are gathered in small groups, chatting and getting acquainted.
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Signe, Maggie, and Lou are sitting chi a picnic bench with Renee Barton, Hope’s 
mom. Maggie asks Renee, “Have you thought anymore about going to that conference in 
the cities for parents of children with disabilities?” Renee had attended last year’s session 
and found it useful. “I hope I can go again, but it all depends on when Hope’s surgery is 
scheduled, and that’s up in the air right now. I ’d like to get another parent to go with me, 
maybe somebody from the interagency council. We’ll see.”
A young woman bursting with energy approaches three other parents who are 
visiting near the playground and says, “Hi, I ’m Erin McCarthy, Fiona’s mom, and this is 
my husband Jack.” She shakes hands with a large, smiling woman who introduces herself 
as Carol Goodman, mother of Robert Introductions are rounded out with Helen and Drew 
Wilson, Elizabeth’s parents, and Tanya Witkowski, Stephanie’s mom.
“I’m Stephanie’s mother,” says Tanya Witkowski. “She’s the little girl over on the 
tire swing with Hope. Hope’s, you know, the girl, you know, that girl who has the 
funny-looking face. I don’t mean funny-looking exactly, just different.”
"Isn’t it sad?" replies Carol Goodman. “I keep wondering what I would have done 
if Robert had turned out like that. It just breaks my heart. I think it’s too hard for kids to 
have to deal with a child with aU those problems.”
Drew Wilson draws himself up straighter. “What’s wrong with her, anyway? 
Elizabeth once told us Hope has a hole in her throat Can that be true?"
Helen Wilson turns to her husband and chastises him. “Don’t talk so loud. Drew.
I think that thing’s called a tracheotomy, but I don’t know. I think those are dangerous. 
Aren’t they supposed to help people who can’t breathe?”
“I saw somebody on Rescue 911 get one of those trachies-whatever you call it—but 
I thought those were just for emergencies, to help someone breathe,” Carol Goodman 
adds.
“Well, that’s why I wonder why she’s even in this school,” Helen Wilson says. 
“Think how scary it must be for Lynette and Ryan. They must have to watch Hope like a 
hawk. I wonder if the teachers ever have time for the other kids.”
“But, you know,” Erin McCarthy states, “Hope’s got lots of teachers. In fact, she 
has someone who stays with her all the time.”
Drew asked, “She has her own teacher? Just for her? Who pays for that?”
“She has more than that—sometimes there are five teachers in that classroom at a 
time. It seems to get very crowded,” replies Tanya Witkowski.
“Can she hear or can’t she?” questions Erin McCarthy. “Those hearing aids of hers 
are huge, yet she doesn’t really talk. That woman that’s always with her signs to her and 
she signs back. I wonder if she’s not retarded. So many of those kids are, you know.
You know, one day Fiona came home and told us that Hope sang a song in school. I 
didn’t know whether to believe her or not Can Hope talk? Why don’t they tell us more 
about her? After all, our kids are going to be with her for a whole year.”
“If we knew more,” Tanya Witkowski thoughtfully adds, “we could answer our 
children’s questions better. When Hope first came into the classroom, Stephanie asked me 
all kinds of questions, and I had no clue to what was going on. I’d like to know a whole 
lot more about this.”
“We’ve got a real problem with Fiona’s birthday party,” continued Erin McCarthy. 
“W e’re not sure if we should invite Hope. I mean, I have nothing against her, but what if 
something should happen? Does Hope breathe like other kids? What if something gets 
into her trach? I know first aid, but I wouldn’t know what to do in that case.”
Carol Goodman wonders out loud, “How does she even eat? Maybe she doesn’t 
eat normal food like other people. That would be sad if she couldn’t have birthday cake 
and were left out.”
“If Hope can’t talk and she can’t eat, maybe she doesn’t need to be there,” jokes 
Drew Wilson.
“I’m so worried about this," continued Erin McCarthy. “I’m so afraid it could ruin 
the party for Fiona if Hope is there, but, on the other hand, I don’t want to hurt Hope’s 
feelings by leaving her o u t Maybe I should talk to her mom about this. But what do I 
say? How do I even talk about this?”
Helen Wilson turns around and looks across the playground. “Maybe we should 
talk to Lynette about this, or one of those other teachers. They should know what to do.”
Lynette and Ruth Dickinson, Anna’s mom, approach the group and Lynette 
introduces Ruth.
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Carol Goodman begins, “Lynette, we’ve been talking about that poor child, Hope 
Barton. Is it possible for her to attend a birthday party of one of our children? We’ve even 
been wondering why she’s in this preschool.”
Lynette replies, “You seem uncomfortable with Hope. You must be planning 
Fiona’s party. Hope enjoys parties and being with the other children.”
Ruth Dickinson chimes in, “Oh yes, Anna speaks often o f Hope and the letters they 
write each other in school. I think they’re becoming special friends.”
“Really? How can Anna even talk to her?" Drew Wilson asked.
“Hope has many ways o f communicating with others,” Lynette explains. “She 
does use sign language and she’s also beginning to print words that others like Anna and 
Elizabeth can read. W e’re even beginning to recognize sounds and words that Hope 
makes-it’s so exciting!”
“What does she say, exactly?” somebody asks.
“You know, I think Hope’s mom could help us with that. Let me see if she can 
join us in a bit,” Lynette suggests.
Maggie, Lou, and Signe join the cluster of parents. After another round of 
introductions, somebody asks, “You folks are the experts on kids like Hope. We have lots 
of questions about her, like should she attend Fiona’s birthday party? Is it healthy for her? 
For the other kids? What’s your advice?”
“Well,” Maggie responds, “I assume the party will be at school . .
Lynette interjects quickly, “Oh no, it will be at Fiona’s house, just like any other 
kid’s party. We’ll have a small celebration in the classroom during snack, but it won’t be 
Fiona’s birthday party.”
“But why can’t we change that?” Maggie questions. “We can have her party right 
in the classroom, where we’re all there to help. Then nothing will go wrong.”
Lou agrees. “Yes, it’s much easier that way.” Signe is quiet.
Lynette ventures, “I ’m not sure that’s the best answer. Fiona should have her own 
birthday party in her own home and invite her friends. Hope is one of her friends. Hope’s 
mother knows Hope best. Let’s ask her about this.”
Lynette walks away thinking how special it would be for Hope to be able to go to 
Fiona’s home for a party. Maggie is considering ways to have Fiona’s party in the 
classroom and how to help Hope participate. Erin McCarthy, Fiona’s mom, is 
remembering the fun parties she’d held for children in the past, and Carol Goodman is glad 
that that poor child will be able to go to a birthday party.
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APPENDIX B
CONTRACTS FOR TEACHERS
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Dale: February 3, 1997
To:
From: Karen Danbom
Graduate Student, UND
I am currently investigating how early childhood and early childhood special 
educators reason and think through issues o f practice in integrated classrooms. I would 
like to invite . . .  to be part of the pilot study for this project
To leam how particular teachers make meaning of their experiences in integrated 
classrooms, I would like to conduct pilot-study interviews with one early childhood 
teacher. I will interview this teacher three times. Each of the three interviews 
(approximately one hour each) will be around a different case describing challenging 
situations of practice in integrated classrooms. One case will involve teaching practices 
with children, one case will involve practices with families, and the third case will examine 
interactive practices with other professionals. The interviews will center around questions 
and discussions about the meaning of the situations portrayed to them in the cases. The 
interviews will be taped, transcribed, and summarized. Information from the pilot study 
will help shape the interviews for the final research project
Interviews will be conducted at times convenient with the teacher’s schedule. If a 
substitute teacher needs to be obtained, I will pay for the cost of the substitute. The 
anonymity of the interviewee and the school will be strictly protected in any written 
materials that result from this pilot study or from the final research project. The teacher 
may cease participation in the project at any time.
I have read the above letter describing this study and the requests of the principal 
investigator. My questions have been answered and I agree to allow . . .  to participate in 
the pilot study.
Program Director Date
I hereby give my consent to be interviewed by Karen Danbom for the purposes of 
educational research being done for a pilot study on the thinking and problem solving 
underlying issues of practice that early childhood and early childhood special educators 
commonly face in integrated classrooms. I understand that three interviews focusing on 
case studies will be taped. The anonymity of the interviewee and the school will be strictly 
protected in any written materials that result from the research. I may cease participation in 
the project at any time.
Interviewee Dale
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February 6, 1997
Dear
I am an Assistant Professor on the faculty of the Elementary and Early Childhood 
Education Department at MSU and am presently on a developmental leave, pursuing further 
study. As part of my doctoral work at die University o f North Dakota, I am investigating 
how early childhood and early childhood special educators reason and think through issues 
of practice in integrated classrooms. I would like to invite t he . . .  Public School District to 
be part of this study.
To learn how particular teachers make meaning o f their experiences in integrated 
classrooms, I would like to interview five early childhood special educators, three times 
each, around cases that I have written describing challenging situations of practice in 
integrated classrooms. Each of the three interviews (approximately one hour each) will be 
around a different case. One case will involve teaching practices with children, one case 
will involve practices with families, and the third case will examine interactive practices 
with other professionals. The interviews will center around questions and discussions 
about the meaning of the situations portrayed to them in the cases. The interviews will be 
taped, transcribed, and summarized.
I will inform the teachers of the study and request volunteers to participate in the 
study. Interviews will be conducted at times convenient with their schedules and will not 
interrupt their work with children. I will obtain written permission to interview and tape 
the conversations. The anonymity of the interviewees and the school will be strictly 
protected in any written materials that result from the research. The teachers may cease 
participation in the project at any time.
Attached is a completed copy of the Research Study Request (Form AF 4800) and 
the consent form. Thank you for your consideration of this request. I look forward to 
your decision.
Sincerely,
Karen R. Dan bom
Consent Form
I hereby give my consent to be interviewed by Karen Dan bom for the purposes of 
educational research being done for dissertation purpose on the thinking and problem 
solving underlying issues of practice that early childhood and early childhood special 
educators commonly face in integrated classrooms.
I understand that three interviews focusing on case studies will be taped. The anonymity of 
the interviewees and the program or school will be strictly protected in any written materials 
that result from the research. I may cease participation in the project at any time.
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Interviewee Date
APPENDIX C
INTERVIEW QUESTIONS
Episode Qng ;Thg qasggom
The following questions will serve as a guide as we have a conversation about the case 
study you have read. Use the questions to think through the meaning of the situations 
portrayed in the case.
Do you think the materials selected by Lynette and Ryan to include in the 
environment support child growth and development? Why or why not?
Consider the stage with elaborate props. What might be the purposes for this area?
What choices did Lynette and Ryan make with regard to the daily schedule? Would 
you make the same choices? Why or why not?
What do you think was Lynette’s and Ryan’s intention when they arranged 
firee-play time and large group activities? Would you arrange the schedule the same 
way? Why or why not?
Describe the similarities and differences in this classroom to the one(s) where you 
currently spend most of your work time.
Lynette invited the children at various times to come to the art activity that is 
available. What do you interpret as the intention behind this practice?
How does this practice affect the activities in the classroom?
Would things have happened differently, if she hadn’t made the announcement in 
the stage area?
In what ways is this similar or different from the practices of the teachers in the 
classroom(s) where you work?
Consider the description of Signe's practices in the case. If you were the 
interpreter, what might you have done the same or differently than Signe?
What do you interpret as Signe's aims for Hope in this classroom?
What do you think is the purpose of Lou’s role in this classroom?
In what ways are Lou's strategies similar to or different from what you would want 
her to use in this classroom?
What goals do you think Lou has for Hope? Are these the goals you would want 
Lou to choose? Why or why not?
What do you see as the purpose or the goals of the concentration game as Maggie 
played it with the children?
Are there other ways that the game could be played? Would the purpose of the 
game change? How?
How is the game described similar to or different from the way you would play it 
with children?
Are there other areas of growth or development that you would choose to promote 
in this activity? If so, what would they be?
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How was Wanda involved in the concentration game? What was she learning by 
playing this game?
In what way was Wayne’s choice to play the game significant?
Is his development being supported in this activity? If yes, how?
Joe is the child who recently came back to this classroom from kindergarten. He 
chose to play the concentration game with Hope, Wanda, Fiona, and Wayne. What 
did the teacher do specifically to promote Joe’s growth? What was Maggie’s 
intention when she allowed Joe to play out o f turn? What was her intention when 
she enforced the rules?
What do you think was Hope’s intention by letting Joe have the match on her turn 
during the concentration game?
How do you interpret Luis’s behavior?
What choice did the teachers make in regard to Luis and would you make the same 
choice? Why or why not?
Elizabeth sat on Maggie’s lap and they had a conversation about the tickets that 
were available near the stage area. Are there other strategies that Maggie could 
have used in this situation? What recommendations would you make around this 
incident and why?
Ryan commented, "Look how pretty Hope is," when she was in the stage area. 
What do you see as the purpose of his comment? What might you have said in this 
situation?
What meaning do you find from Hope’s selection of the stage area as her next play 
area after the game?
How do you interpret the teachers’ actions when Hope sings into the microphone? 
How do you interpret Hope’s reaction?
Describe the characteristics you learned about Hope from the depiction of her 
playing the concentration game.
Are there times that Hope's choices are limited with regard to where she plays?
Are the other children limited in the same way? Why or why not?
Describe the ways that you see Hope’s development being supported by the 
activities in this classroom.
Describe the “ideal” classroom for Hope.
What should the goals for Hope be and how do you think they can be achieved in 
this classroom? How do you think they can best be achieved?
How does Maggie’s practice of having Hope sign before she moves to a new area 
in the classroom support her development? If Maggie didn’t do it this way, is 
there another way that would support development? What is that way?
I l l
Given the practices depicted in the case, what do you interpret inclusion to mean to 
Maggie? ToLynette? ToSigne? To Lou?
How is this the same as or different from your own interpretation of inclusion?
What do you think are these teachers’ aims of education? How similar or different 
are they to your own aims?
What do you think would have happened if the interpreter, the ECSE teacher, and 
the speech therapist were absent from the classroom for an extended period of time?
What do you think would happen if the EC teacher left for an extended period of 
time?
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Episode Two: The Staff Meeting
We will begin by having you retell what has occurred in this episode and identify the issues 
that stand out to you. Think of issues related to collaboration, staffing, educational 
planning, educational goals, assessment, etc.
We will proceed with questions and discussion around the issues. I will be probing to find 
out why you chose the issues you chose, how the issues relate to your own work 
experience, and what solutions or course of action you would recommend around the 
issues.
Following are questions that will help guide our conversation:
1. Where do you see evidence of collaboration? What factors do you see that effect the 
teachers’ abilities to work together? What suggestions do you have for these teachers?
Do these issues connect with your own working situation?
How would you define collaboration?
2. What evidence is there in the case of parity among the adults who are involved with 
Hope’s EEP?
3. In what ways is Lynette involved in the IEP planning? How similar or different is her 
involvement to the way you would want her included?
4. What was Signe’s and Maggie’s intention when they suggested that Lynette put a copy 
of the alphabet near the writing center? How would you respond to this request? Why?
5. How would you respond to Ryan’s comment that Anna spends too much time in the 
writing center? Why would you respond that way?
6. How would you respond to Lou’s suggestion doing the language assessment while the 
other children are on the walking trip? Why would you respond that way?
7. Given what you know about Hope, would you make similar plans and goals for her? 
Why or why not?
8. In what ways was this staff meeting similar to or different from the staff meetings you 
have attended?
9. What suggestions do you have for the teachers in this case about the upcoming IEP 
meeting, about working collaboratively together, about Hope or Hope’s parents, or about 
other children in the class?
10. What, if anything, would you do about the friendship developing between Hope and 
Anna?
Episode Three: Working With Parents
1. Arc the comments that Carol Goodman makes about Hope similar to or different from 
comments you have heard from parents of typically developing children? Should these 
comments be addressed and, if so, how?
2. Consider the comments regarding Lynette and Ryan not having “time for the other 
kids.” What might you have said to a parent who asks this? Do you find this a common 
question? What recommendations might you make to the teachers in this classroom about 
questions such as this?
3. Several parents had questions about the number of teachers in the class. How do you 
interpret their questions? How might you respond to these questions?
4. How do you interpret Erin McCarthy’s comments about the party she is planning and 
the dilemma of inviting Hope? What solution would you recommend? Why would you 
make that recommendation?
5. What do you think was Maggie’s and Lou’s intention when she suggested that the 
party be at school rather than at Fiona’s home?
6. Do parents have a right to know about Hope? WTiy or why not?
7. Would you bring Hope’s mom into the conversation with this group of parents? Why 
or why not? If yes, how would you do that?
8. Are there other issues that stand out to you in this case? If so, what are they and why 
are they important to you and what suggestions might you make around the issues?
9. Are there recommendations that could be made to the teachers or the program 
administrators regarding what you have learned about the parents, about the staff, or about 
the children in this case? If so, what might that be?
10. For the last part of the interview, I will place prompt cards face up on the table. You 
will be asked if there are any cards that remind you about something in the case or 
something that recently happened in your own teaching position. The words on the cards 
will be moved or touched, anxious, success, important to me, angry, strong conviction, 
tom between, sad, lost something, and frustrated.
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APPENDIX D
DIAGRAM OF CLASSROOM
Figure 1, Diagram of the floor plan of the preschool classroom in the case study in which teachers were interviewed about 
their teaching in integrated settings.
APPENDIX E
CODE NAMES AND CATEGORIES
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frame pfR gfgrgngg
(the phenomena to which teacher attended when making 
explanations and interpretations)
age
stage
normal development
prior experience 
skills
child with disability 
beliefs about parents
whole group 
kindergarten 
individual needs
Inclusion
(teacher’s definition of the practice and the parts that are involved)
training
number of people 
changes in job
self-contained 
monitor 
time needed
consultation
community-based
Assessment
(how it should be accomplished and what it means)
staffing issues
beliefs about teaching
control
measurable
individual needs 
Perspective on SpEd/Ed 
(thoughts of teachers about fields)
Lou/Maggie/Signe 
job security
goal setting
beliefs about practices
Lynette/Ryan
competition
Parents
(how teachers work with parents and view this aspect of their job)
t-communication 
recommendations 
confidentiality 
right to know
t-relations 
parent needs 
p-questions 
IEP
education 
c-parent relations 
p-views
Collaboration
(definition of what is involved, what it means, how to do it)
communication
planning
training
teaming
environment
definition 
IEp goals 
recommendations 
lack information 
parents
conflicts
attitude
time
agenda
parity
Teacher Method/Stvle
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(how the teachers aid learning; strategies used; thoughts
Initial Response
(the first issue they talked about in each interview session)
Teacher Struggle
(questions that were very difficult for the teacher to answer, 
or ones they couldn’t answer)
Educational Planning/Goal Setting
(specific thoughts around educational programming)
around teaching and learning)
play
child’s lead 
no choice 
demonstrate 
individual learning
personal theories 
goals
limited choice 
model
child choice 
direct instruction 
purpose/aims 
circle time 
directed learning
individual needs 
goal setting 
skills
staffing issues 
prep, for school
IEP
life survival
APPENDIX F
THEMES AND PATTERNS
Themes and Patterns That Emerged
Understanding of Children 
Ages and stages 
Individual differences 
Developmental domains 
Challenges of children with disabilities
Curriculum and Instruction 
Play
Environment 
Modes of teaching
Roles and Relationships of Adults 
Competitive image 
Expert teachers 
Conflicting notions
The work of early childhood educators is not valued by the public schools
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Themes
Teachers had knowledge about child development and learning that informed their thinking
imd-gmded-ftgir,decisions rggarfing.EBSBgg-
EC educators describe development in holistic terms. Development in one domain 
(physical, social, cognitive, or emotional) influences, and is influenced by, 
development in other domains.
ECS educators describe development in discrete areas of development and plan 
teaching around discrete areas of development.
ECS educators view children with disabilities differently than they view typically 
developing children.
EC educators understand children with disabilities as children with individual 
differences.
Similarities and differences exist in educators’ thinking about curriculum construction and 
instructional strategies.
ECE describe children with and without disabilities as needing large blocks of play 
time during a day. Play is the child’s primary means of learning.
ECSE describe children with disabilities as needing direct instruction as their 
primary means of learning.
ECE use the environment to allow children to explore and create meaning.
ECSE use the environment to direct the children’s learning.
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The primary tenet of EC education is its focus on social-emotional growth and the 
child’s construction of knowledge. EC educators’ decisions revolved around 
planning for those experiences to occur and finding the best methods to facilitate 
interaction and learning for each child. ECS educators’ decisions revolve around 
skill development through the direct teaching approach.
EC and ECS educators’ views of their own and of one another’s roles affects how they 
work and interact with one another in integrated classrooms.
Both EC and ECS educators recognize a competitive rather than cooperative 
relationship among teachers and service providers.
Both EC and ECS educators regard the special educator as the expert who should 
know what is “right” for the child with disabilities. This creates a feeling of 
inadequacy for the ECE and a feeling of ownership for the ECSE.
ECS educators feel EC teachers aren’t interested in teaching children with 
disabilities. EC educators feel children with disabilities should have the same 
opportunities as typically developing children and, therefore, should be allowed to 
explore their environment and construct their own learning.
EC and ECS educators have very different philosophical bases with which they use 
to guide decisions and reasoning in their teaching of young children.
Distrust, insecurity, self-righteousness, and territoriality among ECE, ECSE, and 
public school professionals impede the fullest development of the potential of 
children with special needs.
DIAGRAM OF RESEARCH RESULTS
APPENDIX G
ECE AND ECSE
Practices
Understanding of Children
Curriculum and Roles and
instruction relationships of adults
Figure 2. Diagram created from the data analysis to frame the research and show the relationships among the concepts that 
emerged.
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